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CERT JFIED RIECORitD OF TRIAL 

(and accornpanying;i papers) 

of 

Corey D. 
------------------- ------------------ --- --- --- -

(L est Name_) (First Name) Ml (DoDIDNo.) 

9th Maria,e Co1ps District, WestRccnuiting Region USMC Marine Recmit Depot San IDiego, Cal 

(Unit!Commanal Name,J (Branc;,:h of SeNice) (Location,.) 

By 

Special Court-1\..Aanial (SPCM) COURT-MARTIAL 
(GCM, SPC-M, or SCJ,,.,f) 

C --0nvened by Commandi....ng Officer 

("Title of Conve.ning Authority) 

9th Marine Corps D1slric::1. San Dieg;o, California 

(Unit/Command of c:;onvening Authority) 

rried at 

Mar-me Corps ...Air Stal ion Miramar. C alifomia On 23 February and 29 March 2024 

(Place Of Pl..3C'i)S ()( Trial) (Date or Dates of Trial) 

Compani on and other ca~es None. 

---------- ------------------------------4 
(Rank, name, DO D ID No., (if applicable), or enter "None") 

 

 The ::,!!!"eviou~ v,;r> ion of :his forl"lll1 may b~ wsoa unlil no !onger required 



CONVENING ORDER



( 
UNITEIJ STA1ES MARINE CORPS 

9TH MARIN E CORPS DISTRICT 
2223 LUCE BL VD, BLDG 523 

GREAT LA!C.ES, ILLINOIS 60088 

SPECJ;IIU, COUET-MAR'!l'IAL CO.::NVENING ORJJtER 1-24 

( 

IN IU:PL Y P.£Ft:R TO 

5813 
ADJ 

-'AN: '!IN 

Pursuana to the atothority comtained in R.C.M. 504(b)(2!) and Judge Advocate General section 0 120b, a Special Court­
Martial iis hereby convened to hear all those cases prop~ rly referred to it, with the following memben;: 

M!EMBERS 

Chief W--arrant OEficer 2 U.S. Marine Corps; 
First Lie utenan U.S. Matrine Corps; 
Captain - U.S. Marine Ccmps; 
Captain U.S. :Marine Corps; 
Captain : U.S. Marine C:::orps; 
Captain U_ S. Marine:: Corps; 
Major  U.S. Marine C11orps; 
Major  U.S. --.1arine COl>Ips; 
Major  l!U.S. Marimc Corps; 
Lieutenaant Colon.:l U.S. Marine Coips; 

Colonel 
U.S. Marine Corps 
Commanding Officer 
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TRIAL COURT MOTIONS & RESPONSES



( 
NA V-Y-MARINE CORPS TRIAL JUDICIARY 

EASTERN JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
SPECIAL COURT-MARTIAL 

UNITE!D STATES 

CORE_, D. ICE 
STAFF SERGEANT 
U. S. M..ARINE CORPS 

MOTION 

VICTIM LEGAL COUNSEL'S 
MOTION FOR APPROPRIATE 

RELIEF 
(Rejection of Plea Agreement) 

23 January 2024 

" ictims Legal Cou nsel for LCpl  moves this court pursuant to R.C.M. 910 to reject 

the subcnitted plea agreerraent in this case due to the convening authority's violating LCpl

rights u:IJder Article 6b, UtCMJ and R.C.M. 705(e)(3)(B). 

FACTS 

1. The accused in this cas.e is charged with the following offenses: 

a. T hree specificatioras of violating Article 92, (Violation of a Lawful General Order); 

b. T wo specifications of violating Article 93a, (Prohibited Activities with a Recruit or 

Trainee by Person n n Position of Special Trust); 

c. One specification m f violating Article 120, (Abusive Sexual Contact without Consent); 

and 

d. One specification mf violating Article 134, (Extramarital Sexual Conduct). Encl. (1). 

2. The.ce are two named \.Victims in this case:  and  

3. Vict5im  is represe:nted by Victims Legal Counsel, Capt Robert C. Pyatt, who is current!~ 

assi~ned to the Victirr..s Legal Counsel Organization-East based on Marine Corps Base 

Cal11.1p Lejeune, North Carolina. 

4. Bet\Jlt/een 10 and 23 Jar.iuary 2024, the following events took place (See Enclosure (2)): 
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.a. 10 Jam.mary - Capt Canyc::m Sanford, Trial Counsel, emailed Capt Pyatt with a propose d 

plea agr~ ement submittecl by the defense (and provided here as Enclosure (1)) for 

commerit by the named v i ctim  

lJ. 10 Janm ary - Capt Pyatt replied saying he will forward the proposed plea agreement t..o 

 

«:. 11 Jamu ary - Capt Sanfo rd emailed Capt Pyatt notifying him that the convening 

authorit31 had accepted th~ proposed plea agreement and signed it on 10 January 2024. 

-<L 18 JantLary - Capt Pyatt emailed Trial Counsel and the command Staff Judge Advoca_te 

asking, e nter alia, for the convening authority to withdraw from the signed plea 

agreeme=nt because he fail ed to consult the victim in accordance with R.C.M. 

705(e)(:!-)(B). 

-e. 18 JantLary-The comm'2.nd Staff Judge Advocate replied saying he will discuss VLC's 

concerns with the convellling authority. 

:f. 23 JantL.ary - Capt Pyatt emailed the Trial Counsel and Staff Judge Advocate for an 

update. C apt Sanford responded that the convening authority denied VLC' s request to 

withdra'wV from the plea a~reement. Encl. (3). 

LAW 

As stated in the 2019 editi.on of the Manual for Courts-Martial, Article 6b(a)(8), UCMI 

guaiantees a vic::tim of an offense the right to be treated with fairness and with respect for the 

vicU m' s dignity-. 

1 Enc:: losure (2) sho~ s 0522 as the time ~ hat Capt Pyatt sent the email response to Capt Sanford. VLC believes thi..s is 
due tllO the email beiing 'caught' in VLC"' s outbox. YLC hit the ·send' button moments after receiving the initial 
emai■ from Capt Sa..nford on 10 January_ 
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R.C. M. 705 of the :2019 edition of the Manual for Courts-Martial states that, "whenever 

practicable, prior to the cc:,nvening authority accepting a plea agreement the victim shall be 

provided a111 opportunity to subnut views concerning the plea agreement terms and conditions[.]" 

Per the rule=- the convenin~ authority "shall consider any such views provided [by the victim] 

prior to ace epting a plea .agreement." R.C.M. 705(e)(3)(B) (Emphasis added). The rule also 

provides that a plea agreerment may not contain any terms or conditions which are prohibited by 

law or publi.c policy. R.C.::::M. 7O5(e)(3)(A). Lastly, the rule allows a court-martial to adjudge a 

sentence wi7th limitations only on the maximum punishment, the minimum punishment, or both. 

It does not provide for sp~cified sentencing. R.C.M. 705(d)(l)(A)-(C)(MCM 2019 ed.). 

Per ~.C.M. 910, a !Military Judge may either accept or reject a plea agreement during a 

plea agreennent inquiry. R .C.M. 910(f)(6) and (7). A Military Judge "may not" accept a plea 

agreement i-:f it is found di.aring a plea agreement inquiry that the plea agreement does not comply 

with R.C.:tvr: . 705. R.C.M. 9 IO(f)(l). Per R.C.M. 9 IO(f)(8) of the 2024 edition of the Manual for 

Courts-Martial, a Military- Judge "shall reject a plea agreement that . .. (D) is prohibited by law 

(e.g. not fol]owing the prc»cedures of R.C.M. 705); or (E) is contrary to, or is inconsistent with, 

[the rules fa,r courts-marti.al] with respect to the terms, conditions, or other aspects of plea 

agreements_ (Emphasis ad!.ded). lf the Military Judge rejects the plea agreement, the Military 

Judge shall 1) issue a statement explaining the basis fo r the rejection; 2) allow the accused to 

withdraw aoy plea; and 3) inform the accused that if the plea is not withdrawn the court-maitial 

may impose any lawful p□nishrnent. R.C.M. 910(f)(7). 

Article 6b(e) proviades that "if the victim of an offense under this chapter believes that a . 

. . court-rnarrtial ruling vi~ lates the rights of a victim afforded by [an article] or rule specified in 
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paragraIJh (4) [of Article 6b], the victim may petition the Court of Criminal Appeals for a writ of 

mandarmus to require ... the court-martial to comply with the [article] or rule." 

ARGUMENT 

T he case before tbe court is a textbook example of the ongoing conflict in the military 

justice 5-ystem between tlhe discretion of a convening authority (and now the Special Trial 

CounseI ), the rights of vi_ctims of crime, and the rules and procedures in place intended to 

protect t hose rights. 

E:n this case, the accused is charged with violating Article 92 (Violation of a Lawful 

Order), _Article 93a (Prohlibited Activities with a Recruit or Trainee by a Person in Position of 

Special "'Trust), Article 12 0 (Abusive Sexual Contact), and Article 134 (Extramarital Sexual 

Conduc-t). The charges amd specifications thereunder involve two victims:  and  

Per the plea agreement submitted by the parties, the accused has offered to plead guilty to 

one spea.::ification of Article 92, two specifications of Article 93a, and one specification of 

Article =:1 34. Each of thes..e specifications involve victim ; none of them involve victim  

The ace-used offers to ple ad Not Guilty to all other charges and specifications. 

T his plea agreement was first provided to the Victims Legal Counsel for victim  on 

10 Janu:ary 2024 by the t.-ial counsel, Capt Sanford. The VLC responded to Capt Sanford 

promisia1g to forward the: agreement to his client, victim  for comment pursuant to R.C.M. 

705. Th~ next day, and b£ fore the victim was able to view the agreement, let alone comment on 

it, the V"LC was notified :by the trial counsel that the convening authority had already signed the 

agreement. The signature line of the convening authority shows that it was signed on 10 January 

2024-the same day the VLC was first notified of this plea agreement. When the VLC asked the 

trial cotansel and comma111d staff judge advocate why the agreement was rushed through, the 
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convening authority provided no explanation. The trial counsel then responded that the VLC's 

request to withdraw from the plea agreement was rejected, again with no explanation. 

With the above facts in mind, the Victims Legal Counsel for victim  moves this 

court to REJECT the subject plea agreement for the following reasons: 

1. R.C.M. 910(t)(l) mandates that the Military Judge reject plea agreements which 
violate R.C.M. 705. 

R.C.M. 910 allows a Military Judge to accept or reject a plea agreement during the plea 

agreement inquiry. However, the rule does not give Military Judges unfettered discretion in 

accepting or rejecting plea agreements. As stated in subsection (f)(l ): 

(f) Plea ogreemem inquiry. 

(I) /11 general. A pica agreement n~I\ no be 
accepted i f it docs not comply with R.C.M . 705. 

R.C.M. 705 lays out the procedures for drafting, proposing and accepting or rejecting 

plea agreements by the convening authority, as well as the permissible terms, potential 

punishments, and the limitations placed on sentencing. As described in subparagraph (e)(3)(B): 

Whenever practicable, prior to the convening authority 
accepting a plea agreement the victim shall be 
provided an opportunity to submit views concerning 
the plea agreement terms and conditions[.] The 
convening authority shall consider such views 
provided prior to accepting a plea agreement. 
(Emphasis added). 

As shown in Enclosure (l), the convening authority, through trial counsel, first notified 

the victim of the proposed plea agreement to 10 January 2024. The next day, before the victim 

was even able to view the agreement let alone state an opinion, the trial counsel notified VLC 

that the convening authority had already signed the agreement. The signature line reveals the 
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econ vening authority signed • he agreement the same day the victim was first notified of the deal. 

W hen asked why the deal w-as rushed through, neither trial counsel nor the command staff judge 

aclvocate had any explanatic:rn. As such, the convening authority violated R.C.M. 705 by failing 

to provide victim  the opportunity to submit her views on the agreement. Since victim ­

co,uld not state her opinion, Uhe convening authority could not take her views into account before: 

a~ reeing to the deal. When IDsked via email why it was not "practicable" for the command to 

ce>nfer with the victim, the Sl aff judge advocate provided no explanation. 

In short: the convenirng authority violated R.C.M. 705 and failed to give any justifiable 

ex:planation for doing so. R.IC.M. 910 is clear: the Military Judge "may not" accept this proposecl 

pl.ea agreement. 

2. Accepting the prop.:>sed plea agreement would violate the law (specifically R.C.M. 
910) and public polricy. 

While R.C.M. 9 lO(f) (1) requires the Military Judge to reject this plea agreement, R.C.M. 

70..5(e)(l) also requires the jllldge to reject this plea agreement because its terms violate both the 

la',.;IV and public policy. 

As discussed above, t he convening authority violated R.C.M. 705(e)(3)(B)-the law-by­

no"1 conferring with the victian. But subparagraph (e)( 1) of that rule also states that a convening 

aut hority may not include te.-ms in an agreement which violate public policy. It is no secret that 

the military justice system hcas undergone tremendous changes over the last several years. Since 

the commission of the chargcied offenses in this case, the U.S. Congress has implemented 

nu :merous changes to the mi itary justice system, including the Office of Special Trial Counsel, 

antd adding to or modifying t he Manual for Comts-Martial and Rules for Comts-Martial. Several 

of these changes relate direct ly to the topic of this motion, such as: 
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a. A change in subparagraph (a)(8) of Article 6b, which gives a victim the right to be 

"informed in a timely manner" of any plea agreement; and 

b. Additions to R.C.M. 910, stating that a Military Judge "shall reject a plea agreement that 

... (D) is prohibited by law (e.g. not following the procedures of R.C.M. 705); or (E) is 

contrary to, or is inconsistent with, [the rules for courts-martial] with respect to the 

terms, conditions, or other aspects of plea agreements. (Emphasis added). 

The implementation of these changes to the MCM and RCMs reflects Congress's public 

policy (commander's intent?) of protecting and defending the constitutional and statutory rights 

of victims. In this case, the convening authority agreed to have the accused plead Not Guilty to 

all the offenses involving victim  a victim who was deprived of the opportunity to state her 

opinion on those terms. By disregarding the victim's rights and preferences and including terms 

she does not endorse, the convening authority is violating Congress's clear public policy of 

ensuring victims are heard prior to plea agreements being entered into by the command. Because 

this deal violates Congress's clear public policy, the Military Judge must reject this agreement 

pursuant to R.C.M. 705(e)(l). 

3. The plea agreement is legally unenforceable since it includes sentencing terms not 
authorized by the 2019 edition of the Manual for Courts-Martial. 

Subparagraph 10 of the plea agreement contains the sentencing limitations on the 

Military Judge. Per the agreement, the Military Judge "shall" adjudge a Bad Conduct Discharge. 

No confinement, forfeitures, fines, reductions, or other lawful punishments may be adjudged 

under this agreement. 

Per R.C.M. 705(d)(l) of the 2019 MCM, a plea agreement may contain limitations on 

sentences adjudged by a Military Judge. These limitations can include a limitation on 1) the 

maximum sentence adjudged; 2) the minimum sentence adjudged; or 3) both the maximum and 
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rniaii mum sentences adjud~ed. Unlike the 2024 edition of the Manual for Courts-Martial, the 

20 9 edition of the MCM does not authorize a "specified sentence." If the Military Judge were to 

acc:::ept this plea agreement,_ they would be openly violating the version of R.C.M. 705 in effect at 

the time the charged offens;es occurred. This would itself be a violation of R.C.M. 910 as 

dis-cussed above. Additiona11ly, accepting this plea agreement which deprives the Military Judge 

of all discretion in sentencing would make the pre-sentencing procedure a "hoJlow exercise" for 

all parties involved, since r.o evidence in aggravation, mitigation, extenuation or impact on the 

vic"'tim would be able to iml:)act the sentence received. United States v. Geier 2022 CCA LEXIS 

468. 

4. The convening au• hority's disregard for the requirements of R.C.M. 705(e)(3)(B) 
violated victim  Article 6b right to be treated with fairness and dignity. 

Article 6b, UCMJ c::ontains the various rights afforded to victims of crime, including the 

rigl1t to be treated "with fai mess and with respect for the dignity" of the victim. Art. 6b(a)(8). If 

the ruling of a court-martiaJ violates a right guaranteed to a victim under Article 6b, the victim 

ma:y seek redress from the J\f avy-Marine Corps Court of Criminal Appeals in the form of a writ 

of 1r:nandamus. Art. 6b(e)(l ) . 

As described at length above, the convening authority completely disregarded the 

req_-u irements of R.C.M. 70:5 which requires that he consult with the victim prior to accepting a 

pie a agreement. When ask~ d why he failed to do so, the convening authority gave no 

explanation, and refused to withdraw from the agreement despite the legal arguments made by 

Victim Legal Counsel desc::ribing, in detail, the command's obligations under Article 6b and 

R.C.M. 705. By declining t:o consider the victim's input on two separate occasions without any 

explanation, the command violated PFC  right to be treated with fairness and respect for 

her dignity as a victim of ait offense. By violating her R.C.M. 705 right to be consulted and 
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accept ing a plea a~ reement which completely writes off any offenses of which  is a victim, 

the co-mmand has aalso deprived her of the right to make a statement at the pre-sentencing 

proceeding about hi.ow the charged offenses impacted her. In short: the command doesn't care 

what bappened to  what she thinks of the deal, and what she has to say about the accused. 

In adclition to being unfair to  the command's actions also risk impacting "the actual and 

percei... ved fairness <>f the military justice system" in regard to the rights of victims. United States 

v. Balcer, 2022 CC.d\ LEXIS 523 (unpub. op.)(quoting United States v. Bartlett, 64 M.J. 641, 649 

(A. Ctt. Crim. App. 2007). By accepting this plea agreement in light of these facts, the court 

woulcl be violating PFC  rights under Article 6b, forcing VLC to file a request for a writ 

of mal[ldamus befoi::-e the court of appeals. Therefore, the court should reject this plea agreement. 

RELIEF REQUESTED 

With the ab-ove facts and law in mind, the victim, through counsel, moves this court to 

reject- the plea agreement submitted in this case. 

If the Military Judge declines to reject the plea agreement, the victim moves this court fmr 

a stay-- of the pre-se ntencing proceedings in this case in order to file a request for a Writ of 

Manclarnus to the Navy-Marine Corps Court of Criminal Appeals. 

In support of this motion, Victims Legal Counsel provides the following evidence: 

Ende.sure (1) - Su::..bmitted plea agreement signed by Col  on 10Jan24 

Ende.sure (2) - Era rnil chain between Capt Pyatt, Capt Sanford and LtCol  

Ende.sure (3) - F0tllow-up email chain between Capt Pyatt and Capt Sanford 

Captain, U.S. Marine Corps 
Victims Legal Counsel for LCpl  
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NAVY-NARINE CORPS TRIAL JUDICIARY 
WESTERN JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

ARTICLE 16(c)(2)(A) SPECIAL COURT-MARTIAL 

UNITED S11ATES DEFENSE MOTION FOR APPROPRIATE 
RELIEF v. 

COREYD. ICE 
STAFF SEffiGEANT 
U.S. MARIINE CORPS 

(CLEMENCY AFFIDAVIT) 

11 July 2024 

MOTION 

2! The Defense moves the:! Court to accept and attach as an addendum to the record an affidavit 

3- from Staff Sergea nt (SSgt) Corey D. Ice, in lieu of an Al1icle 39(a) hearing, regarding his understanding 

4l- of his request for clemency in r elation to his plea agreement dated 27 Febrnary 2024, and accepted by 

5i the Court on 29 :twiarch 2024. 

6- SUMMARY 

7 l . The Defense submitted_ a clemency request on 29 March 2024. 

8: 2. In that claemency request, the Defense requested the Convening Authority suspend the adjudged 

9t Bad Con«luct Discharge (BCD). 

I c» 3. Pursuant to R.C.M. 1109, the Convening Authority could not suspend the BCD because 1) SSgt 

I L Ice did n..ot provide substantial assistance to the Government, and 2) the Court did not make a 

12! recommendation to sus:.pend the BCD. 

I :. 4. SSgt Ice has returned to the Missouri area since the conclusion of his guilty plea hearing. 

141- 5. SSgt Ice is currently thie sole caretaker for his son, who requires specialized care due to EFMP. 

I > 6. SSgt Ice,..s wife is cmTe ntly in Army boot camp and is not set to return until early August. 

16- 7. On 11 July 2024, the .Court and both Defense and Trial Counsel held an 802 conference to 

17 discuss S:Sgt Ice's unde:rstanding of the clemency request, and whether there was any substantial 

I s; reliance con that cleme~ cy request when entering into the plea agreement. 

l 91t 8. 1n said 8 02 conference: there was a discussion regarding how SSgt Ice's understanding of the 

2(1) clemenc:., request and i_ts relation to his guilty plea would be entered into the record. Possible 

2 L courses of action included a 39(a) hearing or possibly an affidavit from SSgt Ice. 

22! 9. In order o fly to Califcor-nia to meet with counsel and attend an Article 39(a) hearing SSgt Ice 

2:. would need to drive from Columbia, Missouri to Loujsville, Kentucky to drop off his son with 

24 hjs in-la-....vs, in order for him to receive proper care. 

2S 10. Defense Counsel conta.cted SSgt Ice in order to clarify the clemency request. 
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11. SSgt Ice aiagreed to write and sign an affidavit to attach as an addendum to the record clarifying 

his understanding of the clemency request and its effect, or lack thereof, on his plea agreement. 

RELIEF REQUESTED 

The Defe□se respectfully requests the Comi accept SSgt Ice's affidavit in lieu of an Article 39(a) 

hearing, and attacl:1. it as an addendum to the record. This solution would resolve any issues of obscurity 

in relation to SSgt 's understanding of the clemency request and its effect on his decision to plead guilty. 

This solution provides for judicial economy, as well as alleviating any family and travel stressors SSgt 

Ice would need to make in order to attend the hearing in San Diego, California. 

ENCLOSURE 

Encl (1 ). Affidavit from SSgt Corey D. Ice. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Captain, U.S. Marine Corps 

Detailed Defense Counsel 
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*********** *********************************************************************** 

2024. 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

A truce copy of this motion was served on the Court and trial counsel on the 11th day of JULY 

Respectfully submitted, 

Van A. Carver 

Captain, U.S. Marine Corps 

Detailed Defense Counsel 
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THERE ARE NO NOTICES



COURT RULINGS & ORDERS



THERE ARE NO COURT RULINGS 
AND ORDERS 
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STATEMEt....iT OF TRIAL RESULTS 

SECTI0r.N A -ADMINISTRATIVE 

1. NAM..E OF ACCLDSED {last, first, Ml) 2. BRANCH 3.PAYGRADE • • • • .: u. : 

lice, Cmrey D. j jMarine Corps I IE-6 I I -
5. C0N'VENING COMMAND 6. TYPE OF COURT-MARTIAL 

19th MCD, Weste..-n Recruit- ng Region, l\.lCRD SD I !special 

7. COMPOSITION 8. DATE SE NTENCE ADJUD 

I jMar 29, 20t24 I !Judge Alone - MJA16 

SEC"C"l0N B - FINDINGS 

SEE JFTNDJNGS PAGE 

SECTION C - TOTAL ADJUDGED SENTENCE 

9. DISCa-tARGE OR: DISMISSA.L 10. CONF■IIIEMENT 

!sad co.-iduct disclbarge I INone 

11. FORFEITURES 12. FINES 

I jNone 

13. FINE PENALTY 

14. RED!IUCTION W5. DEATH 16. RE PRIMAND 17. HARD ~SOR 18. RESTRICTION 19. HARD LABOR PERIOD 

INonc I ~es r i'.Wo r- Yes C' No r- Yes (' No (i' Yes (' No (i IN/A 

20. PER 100 AND L MITS OF RiESTRICTI0N 

N/A 

SECTION D - CONFINEMENT CREDIT 

21 . DAY~ OF PRETTRIALCONS:INEMENT CRIEDIT 

I o 
22. DAYS OF JU.:OICIALLY ORDERED CREDIT 

11 ° 
23. TOTAL DAYS OF CR..EDIT 

11 Oda~s 

~ ECTION E - PLEA AGREEMENT OR PRE-TRIAL AGREEMENT 

24. LIMIT ATIONS 0 ~ PUNISHr-vtENT CONT Al IN ED IN THE PLEA AGRE~ MENT OR PRE-TRIAL AGREEMENT 

A Bad Conduct Diischarge slllall be adjudged; No confinement sh.all be adjudged; No forfeitures shall be adjudged; No fine shall be asdjud 
No redu:..ction shalL be adjudg ed; No other lawful punishments sha ll be adjudged. 

S:ECTION F - SUSPENSIO~ OR CLEMENCY RECOMMENDATION 

25. DID THE MILITAR:Y JUDGE 
RECOMM END SUSP.:ENSION 0 0: THE 
SENTENC::E OR CLEl!MENCY? 

28. FAC1S SUPPOR:.TING THE SUSPENSIO 

26. P0R1 I0N TO WHICH IT APPLIES 

SECTI0la G - NOTIFICATIONS 

29. Is sex coffender regs:istrafon rec:iuired in accordance with appendix 4 to ee:nclosure 2 of DoDI 1325.07? 

3(). Is DNA. collection a nd submis:sion required ina accordance with 10 U.S.C. § 1565 and Do015505.14? 

~ 1. Did this case involwe a crime cot domestic vio ence as defined in enclosure 2 of DoDI 6400.06? 

:::32. Does this case trig~ er a firearam possession p rohibition In accordance - ith 18 U.S.C. § 922? 

SECTION H - ~ OTES AND SIGNATURE 

33. NAME OF JUDGE (last, first_ Ml) 34.E3RANCH 

I IMarine Corps 

::35. PA YGRADE 

11~-5 

36. DATE SIGNED 

I !Mar 29, 2024 I 
"'.37.NOTES 

-1.anuary 2020 PREVIOUS Ea:JITION IS OBSOLETE 

27. REC0M~ ENDED DURAT 

Yes (' No 

Yes (e No 

Yes ("' No 

Yes ("' No 

38. JUDGE'S SIGNA1URE 

RRIS.MAT 
HEW.MOSLE 

·-

Di!,,itally sigmied b) 

HARRIS •• 
MOSLEY. 
Date: 2024.0al3.29 
12:19:40-01- 00· 
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CHARGE. ARTICLE 

92 

Charge I 

93a 

Charge II 

120 

Charge III 

134 

Charge IV 

Januarr 2020 

r 

STAT"EMENT OF TRIAL RESlALTS - FINDINGS 

SECTION I • LIST OF FIIWoi(DINGS 

ORDER OR 
LIO OR ■NCHOATE 

SPECIFIC"" TION PLEA FINDING REGULATION 
OFFENSI E ARTICLE 

D 
VIOLATED 

Specificatio,.. I : !Guilty I IGw ilty I DepO 1100.4C Cl 
Offense desc.rip tion I violation of a lawful gemeral order 

Specificatioia 2: INotGuilty I lw.-'D I DepO 1100.4C □ 
Offense dcsc:ription I Violation of a lawful gemeral order 

Withdrawn amd Withdrawn & dismissed w/o prejudice to ripen into prejudic•e upon comple 
Dismissed of appellate review where the findings and sentence have b•een upheld. 

Specificatiora. 3: INot Guilty I lw.'D I DepO l 100.4C m 
Offense desc=rip tion !violation ofa lawful gclllleral order 

Withdrawn and Withdrawn & dismissed w/o prejudice to ripen into prejudicte upon comple 
Dismissed of appellate review where the findings and sentence have b•een upheld. 

Specificatiora I : I Guilty I IGc ilty I g 
Offense desc=ription I Abuse of position as a miilitary recruiter 

Specificatiora 2: I Guilty I IGtcilty I II 
Offense desc:ription I Abuse of position as a miilitary recruiter 

Specificatiora.: INotGuilty I lw.'D I Ci 
Offense desc::ription Abusive sexual contact Vlillithout the consent of the other person 

Withdrawn CJJd Withdrawn & dismissed w/o prejudice to ripen into prejudic1.e upon com pie 
Dismissed of appellate review where the findings and sentence have b-een upheld. 

Specificatiom : I Guilty I IG□ilty I □ 
Offense desc::ription I Extramarital sexual cond..11ct 

PREVIOUS EDITION IS OB:SOLETE Page 2 c;of 

Adot.el 



CHARGE I 
Cha• ge I 

Cha.-ge II 

Cha• ge III 

Cha.-ge N 

Jam..;;iiary 2021D 

M ILITARY JUDGE ALONE SEGMENTED SENTENCE 

SECTIION J - SENTENCING 

SPECIFICAT■ON I CONFINEMENT I CONCURRENT \WITH I CONSECUTIVE WITH 

Spec::ification t : None NIA NIA 

Spec::ification 2: NIA NIA NIA 

Spec::ification 3: NIA NIA NIA 

Spcc::ification I: None NIA NIA 

Spec::ification 2: None NIA NIA 

Spec::ification: NIA NIA NIA 

Spcc:ification: None NIA NIA 

PREVIOUS '"'EDITION IS OBSOLETE 
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CONVENING AUTHORITY'S ACTIONS



C 
POST-TRIA~ ACTION 

SEC.ION A - ST Aa'F JUDGE A.J>VOCATE REVIEW 
,, 

I 

I . NAME <> F ACCUSED (LAST. F IRST, MI) 2. PAYGRADE/RANK 3. DoD ID NUMBER 

l1-ce, Corey o_ I IE6 I !  

ca. UNITOJtORG~NIZArION 5. CURR ENT ENLISTMENT 6. TERIW1 

159th MCD, Wii:.R. MCRD ~ D J l1s-Sep-2□17 114 yrs 

71. CONVE:NING A..UTHORITY ~ - COURT-
9. CO-MPOSITION 

I 0. DA TE SENTENCE 
( UNIT/OR._<iANIZATION) l\1ARTIAL TY PE ADJUDGED 

159th MCD, WF.ilR, MCRD ~ D II~ pecial I !Judge ..Alone - MJA 16 I I29-Mar-2024 

Post-Tr.iial Matters tc» Consider 
I 

I I. Has the accused made a request tfor deferment caf reduction il'II grade? r Yes <i' No 

I 2. Has the accused made a request tfor deferment c.f confinemen..t? r Yes <i' No 

I 3. Has the accused made a request t for deferment CDf adjudged to-rfeitures? r Yes (i' No 

I 4. Has the accused made a request !for deferment atf automatic forfeitures? ('Yes C'i No 

I 5. Has the- accused made a request .for waiver of aaitomatic forfeitures? (' Yes <i' No 

I 6. Has the- accused submitcted neces.sary information for transfer ring forfeitures for 
(' Yes <i' No 

i,enefit of daependent:.s? 

I 7. Has the- accused submim ed matte rs for convenin:tg authority's .-eview? (i Yes (' No 

I 8. Has th~ victim(s.) submi.tted mata ers for conveni ng authority's. review? rves C'iNo 

I 9. Has the- accused submiUt ed any re buttal matters':? ('Yes C'iNo 

2:0. Has the: military judge !Ilade a su:ispension or cle::mency recon• mendation? r Yes <i' No 

2! I. Has the= t!Tial cotansel ma.de a recc::,mmendation l(;.) suspend any- part of the sentence? (' Yes <i' No 
2!2. Did the court-m.:artial seaitence the accused to a reprimand iss ued by the convening 
authoritv? 

r Yes C'iNo 

2!3. Summau y of Clemency/J)eferme::nt Requested ~ y Accused an.,,d/or Crime Victim, if applicable. 
• SJA consulta!d with th£E Converaing Authority and explaine«I his clemency authority under Art. 60, UCMJ. 

• -On 29 Mar :i!!0-24, Deta9Ied Defe.-ise Coun5ael submitted letter 5000-82 DSO .of 29 Mar 24, requesting to suspend the t.ad conduc:t 
clischarge. 

- The victim did not submit matt=ers pursu.ant to R.C.M. 11 0&A, 

24. Conve1J1i ng Autliority 1'-aame/Titl e 25. s • A Name 

Colonel  Commandling Offic~ r Lieute!'l"ant Colonel  

27. D.ate 

I ;?~ A1r,·I ~ct 

C onvening Authori ty's Act.ion - Ice, Coa-ey D. 

Paa.ge I 



r r 
SE-CTIOM B - CONVENING AUTHCJtRITY ACTION 

-,, ... -

:;28. Havi llg reviev..1ed all lWlatters !Submitte d by the accused and the vict:im(s) pursuant to R.C.M. l 106/ 1106A, and 
a fter bei1:11g advise«t by the: staff jl!ldge ad.-ocate or legal officer. I take t:he following action in this case: [If deferring 
c:>r waivimg any pu..11ishme111t, indic ate the date the deferment/waiver wi [II end. Attach signed reprimand if applicable. 
I ndicate what acti« m, if amy, takea, on suspension recommendation(s) G>r clemency recommendations from the judge. 

I have con:r.si<lered all n atters s..ubmitte«t by the .iccused. The accused's request to ~ uspend the bad conduct discharge is denied. The 
s entence Q-5 cipproved as adjudlged. 

:29. Con11t/ening aua hority'!!!S writtem explaatation of the reasons for takinrg action on offenses with mandatory minimur 
.,unish1T11ents or oFfenses ffor which the rr:iaximum sentence to confineraient that may be adjudged exceeds two years, 
c:,r offen~ es where the adjaidged l.entence: includes a punitive discharge: (Dismissal, DD, BCD) or confinement for 
1111ore that1 six mor::,ths, or a violat ion of Art. I 20(a) or I 20(b) or 120b: 

---- ---
30. Coo:-vening Aaithority ... s signa lure 31. Date 

 r-~ ci_~i ~ i 
-- - -

:32. Date conveni1• g authc.rity act ion was. forwarded to PTPD or Revie"'W Shop. L 

IConveni ng Autho:rity's Ac tion - Ice, Corey D. 
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ENTRY OF JUDGMENT



"il.. ENTRY OF JUDGMEN1 
SEC'II0N A - ADMINISTRATIVE I 

1. :NAME OF AO C USED (I.,AST, P IRST, M■) 2. PA YGRADE/RANK 3. DoD ID NUMBER 

l1ce., Corey ID. I IE6 11  

4. 'UNIT C>R ORGANIZA 1 ION 5. CURRENT ENLISTMENT 6. TERM 

19tt. MCD, W-RR, MCRD SD I i1s-Sep-2017 I Is yrs 

7. IIICONVENJNG AUTHOI«.ITY 8.C0UR'"T-
9. COMPOSITION 

10. DATE COURT-MARTIAL 
(lrnIT/OlilGANl.2A TI0N) MARTIAL TYPE ADJOURNED 

19tt. MCD, W-RR, MCRD SD 11 Special I I Judge Alone - MJA 16 I I29-Mar-2024 

SECTIO N B - ENTRY OF JUDGMENT I **::MUST be signeta by the Military ..Judge (or Circuit Military Judge) within 20 days of receiipt** 
I L . Findi.igs of e ach charge and s:pecificatL--00 referred to trial. [Summary of each charge and specificaation 
(include ~1 a min - mum the ;gravamen of the oc-ffense ), the plea of the accused, the findings or other disposi tion 
ac.c<luntin_g for anzy exceptions and !!Substitutic.ns, any modifications made by the convening authority or a.-iy post-
tri..al rulin~ , order,,, or other determination by tne military judge. R.C.M. 111 l(b)(l)] 

Ch.arge I: Vi -olation O!if Article 92, Uniform Code of Mil itary Justice, 10 U.S.C. § 892 
F IEa: Gui lty. Finding: Guilty. 

5 pecificat ion 1 (Vicilation of a lawful g~ neral orderD: In that Staff Sergeant Corey D. Ice, U.S. Marine Corps, at or near Jefferson City. 
l:>etween on or abciut 1 Septeanber 202!2 and on or about 16 October 2022, violate a lawful general order which was his a:luty to ob 
t o wit: pa:aragraph -4(b)(S) of Dee pot Order 1100.4C elated 3 November 2016, by wrongfully communicating in an unprofes.sional or 
a:iersonal manner 11Nith wll,o he knew was an all)plicant to the armed forces. 
IPIEa: Gui lty. Finding: Guilty. 

5 pecificat ion 2 (Vi10lation of a lawful g~ neral order:>: In that Staff Sergeant Corey D. Ice, U.S. Marine Corps, at or near Jefferson City. 
l:>etween on or abciut 1 Septeanber 202!!2 and on or about 16 October 2022, violate a lawful general order which was his a:luty to ob 
t o wit: pa:iragraph -4(b)(S) of Dtepot Order 1100.4C elated 3 November 2016, by wrongfully communicating in an unprofes;sional or 
s:iersonal manner 11Nith wll,o he knew was an a pplicant to the armed forces. 
F lea: Not:: Guilty. Finding: \i\lithdraw-n and Dismiissed.* 

5 pecificat ion 3 (Vil!IOlation of a lawful g~ neral orderJ : In that Staff Sergeant Corey D. Ice, U.S. Marine Corps, at or near Jefferson City. 
11:Jetween on or abc >Ut 1 Septeanber 20~ 2 and on or about 16 October 2022, violate a lawful general order which was his aduty to ob 
t o wit: pa.ragraph -t(b)(S) of Dtepot Order 1100.4C elated 3 November 2016, by wrongfully sending a picture of his penis t o wh 
ll<new wa~ an applr.:cant to the armed fa::irces. 
ll'lea: Notl: Guilty. Finding: \J/ithdravrn and Dism- ssed.* 

Ch-ar ge II: V"iolation of Article 93 a, Uniforn1 Code of ~ ilitary Justice, 10 U.S.C. § 893a 
ll'lea: Gullty. Finding: Guilty. 

5pecifica- ion 1 (Pr ohibited ac"tivities wiith recruit o• trainee by person in position of special trust): In that Staff Sergeant CI:orey D. le 
ll.J.S. Mari.-ie Corps_ a noncomrnissionea officer, w l-oile in a position of authority over  did, at or near Jefferson City, MIIO, betwee 
1er about 1 Septelli7ber 2022 aa,d on or .about 16 October 2022, engage in a prohibited act, to wit: sexual contact with  whom 
.accused 111<.new wa~ an applica. nt to the armed forces, by touching  vulva with his mouth with an intent to arouse 0 17 gratify th 
~exual de!!sire oftt.e accused. 
ll'lea: Guillty. Finding: Guilty. 

S EE FINDINGS ON CONTINUATION SHEET 

En try of rudgme□t- Ice, Corey D. 
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----------------:1 
12. Sentence to be Entaered. ~cco .L for any modifications made by reason J .. ,1y post-trial actio111 by the 
con~ ening auth_or()rity (in~ luding any acti on taken based on a suspension re commendation), confinement crecBit, or 
post-trial rule, order, or other de termination by the military judge. R.C.l\Ml. l l l l(b)(2). If the sentence was 
dete11111ined by ~ milita~ judge. ensure confinement and fines are segme111ted as well as if a sentence shall run 
conc::urrently or consect11tively. 

The r.,wilitary Judg~ (segment ed sent~ ncing) adjudged the following sentence: 
- Bad- conduct discharge. 

Plea ~ greement: 
- A ba d-conduct diischarge s.hall be ac:ljudged. 
- Noc onfinement :shall be adjudged. 
- No fC)rfeitures sh.al I be adjtadged. 
- No f nes will be a <I judged. 
- No raeduction in grade shall be adjuc::lged. 
- No o-ther lawful rounishments will bae adjudged. 

Convening Autho.-ity's Actican: 
- On Z 9 Mar 2024, "'the Accus~ d, thro1.agh couns el, requested that the Convening Authe>rity grant relief from the adjud11ged badl condt 
discharge. 

- The «:onvening Jlauthority c:lenied ttu e Accusead's request and "approved" the sentenc e as adjudged. 

- Upo., reviewing t he deme.,cy requaest and Convening Authority's Action, the Milita~ Judge identified that the Accused hacS requE 
relief t hat exceeded the Coravening A uthority• s powers. After the Military Judge addr essed the matter with the parties in an RCM SC 
confe""Tence, the defense filec::t a motion reques-ting that the Court not order a post-tri.-1 Article 39(a) hearing, and instead acceept an 
affida-vit from the .Accused a::onfirmin!9 his und erstanding that the Convening Authori-ty could not grant the requestec::t clemem cy, 
affirrraing his desirE to maint::ain his pl eas desp..ite clemency not being available, and e:xplicitly waiving any request foa clemen;acy. Th 
Milita.-y Judge gra.,ted the ra,otion. 

Pretri.al confinem~ nt credit: 
-Nonae. 

13. )l)eferment: and Waiver. u clude the nature of the request, the CA's Action, the effective date Cltf the d~ferm, 
and aate the deffennent ended . .=:or wai-.rers, include the effective date and the length of the waiver. lltCM I • 11 (b: 

N/A. rhe Accused did not re,,,quest foa-deferm~ nt or waiver. 

14 . ..!A.ction con""1ening a-uthorit~ took on any suspension recommendatiom from the military judge: 

N/A. lihe Military J udge did .,ot recor:nmend saispension. 

Ent~ of J udgnnent - lee, Corey D. 
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~ 15. Judge's sign•ture, 16. Date judgmeA ,ntered: 

17. In ~ ccordance with RCM 111 I ( c )(I), the military judge who entered a judgment may modify the j udgment to 
correct computa:tional orr clerica errors writhin 14 days after the judgment was initially entered. Inclu«ie any 
modifications here and resign thae Entry oaf Judgment. 

18. Judige's sign:ature: 19. Date judgment entered: 

IJull 7, 2024 

Entry o:f Judgme nt - lee, Corey D. 



.r 
..-----------C---.01\ .NUATIO-...J SHEET-ENTRY OF JUD( .ENT 

11. F indings (Conti• med) 
Sp~ cificatioan 2 (Proraibited actilwities with recruit or tra 7 nee by person in position of special trust): In that Staff Sergeant Corey D. I 
U.S . Marine Corps, a .-ioncommi!!Ssioned o-:fficer, while ia, a position of authority over  did, at or near Jefferson City, ,-..io, betwee 
or ..about 1 Septembe r 2022 an~ on or aba::,ut 16 Octob-er 2022, engage in a prohibited act, to wit: a sexual act with , whom t .. 
acc used kntew was a.-i applicant:: to the araned forces, bay penetrating the vulva of  with his penis. 
Plea: Guilty,,. Finding: Gu ilty. 

Charg e Ill: Vioalation of Article 120_ Uniform Code of Milit.ary Justice, 1 O U.S.C. § 920 
Plea: Not G '"lli lty. F inding: Wit hdrawn and 0ismisse«f.* 

Sp.ecificati011n (Abusi\.-,e sexual contact witDiout consent::): In that Staff Sergeant Corey 0. Ice, U.S. Marine Corps, did, at or near Se~ i 
MO, on or a bout 10 J!!\ugust 202:::2, touch tllie breast of , with the said Staff Sergeant Ice's hand, with an intent to grattify these: 
de!5ire of Staff Sergeant Ice witluout the cCDnsent of  
Plea: Not G uilty. F inding: Wit hdrawn and 0ismisse«f.* 

Charge IV: Vic.lation of Article 134_ Uniform Code of Milit ary Justice, 10 U.S.C. § 934 
Plea: Guilty,. F inding: Gu ilty. 

Sp.ecificatio-n (Extramarital sexu.al conduct): In that Staaff Sergeant Corey 0. Ice, U.S. Marine Corps, a married person, dic:0, on dive• : 
occ:asions, cat or near Jefferson City, MO, l::::>etween on o-r about 1 September 2022 and on or about 16 October 2022, wra:,ngfully 
en!Qage in e xtramarit al condu~ to wit: sexual acts witll,  a person the accused knew was not the accused's spouse, and that:: 
coa,duct wcas to the prejudice 01" good order and discipline in the armed forces and of a nature to bring discredit upon t he armed 
for ces. 
Ple a: Guilty-. F ·nding: Gu ·1ty. 

• After the announcemaent of the s.entence by the Militaf!Y Judge, the withdrawn charge, and specifications will be dismiss.ed withOlll 
preju~ ice to rig>en into ll)rejudice iapon com11>letion of aps;:>ellate review where the findings and sentence have been uphel«I. 

Entry of Juclgment - Ice, Corey D. 
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APPELLATE INFORMATION 



THERE IS NO APPELLATE 
INFORMATION AT THIS TIME



REMAND 



THERE WERE NO REMANDS 



NOTICE OF COMPLETION OF 
APPELLATE REVIEW
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