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INTRODUCTION

This is the story of COJUMA.  It is the story of an acorn of an idea that grew into a tremendous oak of a program, one that continues to expand.  It is a story of unrelenting belief in an ideal and dedication to international relationship-building that has developed beyond any of the original parties’ imaginations into a vibrant, powerful engagement tool for Twelfth Air Force (12 AF), Headquarters US Air Force (USAF), US Southern Command (SOUTHCOM), and the Department of Defense (DOD).  It is by far the most successful legal engagement program in the history of the USAF, and the most successful legal engagement program in DOD.  It is being emulated by other services and unified commands and has been lauded by the Secretary of Defense, the Secretary of the Air Force, and various other high-ranking officials.

I.  THE NAME

COJUMA is the acronym for the Spanish name of The American Military Legal Committee, Comité Jurídico Militar de las Américas.  It consists of the first two letters of the word Comité, the first two letters of the word Jurídico and the first letter of each of the words Militar and Américas.  The name describes the composition of the committee, which includes military and civilian attorneys from an ever-expanding number of countries in the Americas.

II.  THE LEGAL ENGAGEMENT PROGRAM


The genesis of the Air Force engagement program was the enactment of the 1987 amendments to the Latin American Cooperation (LATAM Coop) Act,
 whereby funds for the conduct of exchanges, seminars, conferences, briefings, orientation visits, and other similar activities are made available to each of the military departments.  The military departments, in turn, distribute the funds throughout each of the departments for funding the engagement program.  Within the Air Force, the International Affairs office of the Secretary of the Air Force (SAF/IA) manages LATAM Coop Funds.


Funds are allocated for distribution within the Air Force on an annual basis, using LATAM Coop funding proposals from all sectors of the Air Force with an interest in engagement with Latin America.
  After receiving all funding proposals, SAF/IA determines the amount to be distributed to each Air Force activity, including both the Office of The Judge Advocate General (HQ USAF/JA) and Twelfth Air Force.  Twelfth Air Force, in turn, further subdivides the funds―assigning a portion to the Office of the Staff Judge Advocate (HQ 12AF/JA) for its legal engagement activities.  


The funding proposals are based on input from several sources.  First, the Military Advisory Group (MILGP) in each country forwards information concerning legal engagement needs in the country they service to judge advocates at appropriate headquarters―this based on experience and existing relationships.  If the engagement is one that is not service-specific, the MILGP will contact the office of the Staff Judge Advocate (SJA) at SOUTHCOM for coordination of the event.  If the engagement is service specific, the information will usually be provided by the applicable service representative of the MILGP to the appropriate JAG office in his or her service.  For example, if the Chilean Air Force wishes to discuss space law, the Military Advisory Group’s Air Force member will discuss the requirement with the Chilean Air Force, then call either HQ USAF/JAI or HQ 12AF/JA, who would in turn call the SJA for the appropriate command―in this case, Space Command.  A subject matter expert (SME) would be identified, the desired information would be prepared, arrangements for the exchange would be made, and the exchange would take place.  Follow-on engagements would be planned and conducted, as required, including reciprocal visits by Latin American lawyers to the US.  

III.  THE CONCEPT
The concept of forming a military law committee consisting of attorneys from the various countries in the Americas was discussed as early as 1990, when Twelfth Air Force began to engage in subject matter expert exchanges (SMEEs) with Latin American military lawyers under the leadership of then-Colonel William A. Moorman.
  

The idea for such a committee arose after the Twelfth Air Force international law team conducted several SMEEs and realized that, despite interest in a host of common topics, it would not be easy to reach a common understanding of the topics as the legal systems of the Latin American countries, even though similar to the US’s in some respects, were substantially different from the US system and, in many respects, different from each other. 

The value of a comparative law program in which all of the countries would be able to discuss, compare, and contrast their legal systems became increasingly apparent as more exchanges occurred.  Topics which were of universal interest were military justice, status of forces agreements, peacekeeping, operations law, rules of engagement, law of armed conflict, democratization and civilian control of the military, and military assistance to civilian law enforcement. 

IV.  BACKGROUND

During the years 1990 to 1993, Twelfth Air Force continued to conduct bilateral engagement activities with military lawyers from numerous Latin American countries.  The engagements led to several key events in 1993.

In March of 1993 a reverse SMEE  (one in which Latin American military lawyers visit the US) was conducted wherein the Ecuadorean Judge Advocate General and his Deputy visited the Staff Judge Advocate (SJA) offices at Howard AFB and Albrook AFS, Panama.  They also observed an entire general court martial at Fort Clayton, Panama in which cocaine use had been charged and which, after a long trial with considerable expert testimony, resulted in a finding of not guilty.

These exchanges enabled Twelfth Air Force lawyers to engage in dialogue with lawyers from all of the bases in Panama concerning their perspective on legal engagement needs in Latin America.  More importantly, Twelfth Air Force lawyers were able to meet with United States Southern Command (SOUTHCOM) lawyers and discuss legal engagement needs in the SOUTHCOM area of responsibility (AOR). 

The Commander of SOUTHCOM at the time, General George Joulwan, was personally interested in the roles of the commander and his legal advisor―particularly from an operations law standpoint, and asked the group of lawyers to plan an engagement activity on the topic.  The lawyers met immediately, and their discussions were extremely productive, resulting in a very loose sketch for a general conference.

Work continued on making the conference a reality, and in September of 1993, the First Operations and Law Conference of the Americas was held at SOUTHCOM Headquarters in Quarry Heights, Panama.  Either the Commander or the Chief of Staff of the Armed Forces of each Latin American country, accompanied by his chief legal advisor, attended the Conference.

Representatives from all US armed services also attended, including The Judge Advocate General and the Chiefs of Military Law, Civil Law, and International Law of the Air Force, as well as the SJA for Twelfth Air Force and his international law staff.  Both Latin American and US military lawyers made presentations on the topics of civilian control of the military and the role of the military lawyer, particularly in military operations.  Speakers also covered other important topics, including the increasing curtailment of jurisdiction of military courts and the trend toward placing military courts under the supervision of the civilian judicial branch of government, with appeals to civilian courts. 

The Conference was a resounding success, with positive reports from all attendees.  However, the need for a forum in which a comparative study of military law issues could be achieved by the various countries became even more obvious. 

In December of 1993, the First Aeronautical Law Symposium of the System of Cooperation Among the American Air Forces (SICOFAA) was conducted at Patrick AFB, Florida.  The Symposium was presided by then Brigadier General Andrew M. Egeland, who independently saw the importance of having a forum in which topics of interest to military lawyers could be studied from a comparative law perspective.  The topics covered were Air Force-specific, so, in this respect, the composition of the Symposium and the topics discussed were different from the topics which are typically of interest to COJUMA.  However, the seed had been planted for the creation of an inter-American legal committee that would serve as a forum for such comparative law studies.

From December of 1993 to September of 1995, US Air Force and Latin American military lawyers continued engagement activities, with issues relating to the creation of an inter-American legal committee becoming a predominant theme. 

Attempts were made in 1993 and 1994 to create a permanent legal committee within SICOFAA that could serve as a forum for comparative law activities, but these were without success. 

SICOFAA is the entity which serves as the vehicle for engagement and coordination of matters of interest to the commanders/chiefs of staff of all of the Air Forces in the western hemisphere.  This entity is the executive agency for the Conference of Chiefs of American Air Forces (CONJEFAMER).  CONJEFAMER prescribes the activities which will be engaged in by SICOFAA, as well as the creation of committees and other structural entities. 

A formal proposal to create a permanent legal committee within SICOFAA to serve as a forum for treatment of issues of common interest to the American Air Forces was presented at the CONJEFAMER meeting of late 1993.  The chiefs of the American Air Forces considered the proposal at their 1994 annual meeting and decided that a permanent legal committee should not be formed.  Instead, they directed the members of a legal committee be identified which could address matters of interest to CONJEFAMER on an as-required basis. 

The members of this legal committee were identified and, shortly thereafter, asked to resolve legal issues concerning the definition of an “illicit flight,” which was fundamental to the establishment of policies related to interception of civilian aircraft engaged in narco-trafficking activities.  The legal committee was also asked to provide the legal expertise needed in the development of an aircraft accident investigation manual which would prescribe the manner in which an aircraft mishap involving aircraft from one country operating in another country would be investigated.  Thorny issues of sovereignty, national security, and interface between the military and civilian authorities in the country in which the mishap occurred were examined at length, and, after much debate, study, and drafting, an inter-American aircraft mishap investigation manual was finalized and presented to the SICOFAA Committee on Flight Safety, which recommended it for approval.  It was adopted by CONJEFAMER at its 1995 meeting. 

V.  CREATION OF COJUMA

In September of 1995, military lawyers from Twelfth Air Force and eight Latin American countries met at Howard AFB, Panama as part of an on-going SMEE program centered on military law matters.  The participants in this SMEE expressed a strong interest in improving the military justice systems of the Americas and agreed to work as a group to conduct a comparative study of the military justice systems of the Americas, with the ultimate goal of preparing a document which would serve as a model code of military justice.  The manner in which this might be accomplished, and even the definition of the desired result, were not clear.  The members agreed to continue studying the matter individually, to review and assess their respective military justice systems, and to summarize the provisions of their military law systems.  Finally, the participants agreed to develop suggested changes to their military justice systems. 


The rough idea was to familiarize all members with the basic provisions of each of the legal systems, in order to establish commonalities and differences.  Eventually, recommended changes would be described, and finally, a model code of military justice would be developed which would incorporate the needs of the participating countries. 


From 22 to 25 April 1996, military lawyers from ten Latin American countries and the US met at Homestead Air Reserve Base, Florida for the exclusive purpose of establishing the framework within which to study and prepare a draft of a Model Code of Military Justice for the Armed Forces of the Continent.  The countries represented were Argentina, Bolivia, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay and Venezuela, in addition to the United States.  The result of this meeting was the Miami Declaration, which provided, in part, as follows below.  The text cited is from the English translation of the Spanish version of the Declaration.

From 22 to 25 April 1996, at Miami, Florida, United States of America, American Military Justice representatives . . . Convened at Homestead Air Force Reserve Base to study and prepare a draft Model Code of Military Justice for the Armed Forces of the Continent.

In consideration of the presentations made and the evaluations of the conclusions of the meeting held in Panama (September 1995-Subject Matter Expert Exchange on Military Law) on the above-mentioned draft, and as a source of guidance for ever changing situations and interpretations, and after first hearing each of the aforementioned representatives, concur and declare:

I. Manifest a desire in the study, analysis, and writing of a draft Model Code of Military Justice for America, which will serve as a legal standard for military rules on the subject.

II. Adopt as its designation for the works to be done on this matter the name of THE AMERICAN MILITARY LEGAL COMMITTEE, which shall be known by the acronym “COJUMA.”

III. To establish as its objectives for this and future meetings:

1. Define the purpose of this Model Code. 

2. Establish the rules and procedures for the work group – COJUMA:

a. Create support groups in each country, and

b. Establish permanent contact among the members of the work groups or through the corresponding authority. 

3. Promote the participation of other countries of America and to communicate to the non-attending countries the information generated by the work groups.

4. Identify and discuss the common elements of the different systems of Military Justice;

a.
Create a library of American Military Codes, and

b.
Heed the constitutional standards of each nation.

5. Identify and discuss the elements to be included in its format.

6. Draft a Model Code.

7. Establish means of action for the consideration of the draft code. 

IV. Definition of Purpose:  Create and keep current an organic, substantive and procedural Model Code to provide the nations with an instrument to standardize, unify, implement, and modernize Military Law precepts, in such a manner so as to advance the interaction and judicial certainty between Domestic and International Law. 

The parties enacted detailed rules and procedures for the organization and appointment of work groups, recording and translation of proceedings and minutes of each conference, resolution of issues, scope of deliberations, voting, and scheduling of workshops and meetings.  Additionally, they provided in detail for the manner in which the work groups would proceed to study and compare existing military justice systems, the manner in which they would proceed to develop a uniform code, and the proposed format for the uniform code.

VI.  CONFERENCES AND WORKSHOPS

On 12 November 1996 representatives (eleven from Latin America and six from the US) met in San Juan, Puerto Rico to convene the Second Conference of COJUMA (COJUMA II).  The meeting was chaired by Colonel Charles A.  Matthewson, Staff Judge Advocate, 12th Air Force.  The objectives were described in the English translation of the minutes of COJUMA II:

In accordance with the objectives set forth in COJUMA I, item 5, it was determined that COJUMA II analysis would include “[i]dentify and discuss the elements to be included in its format,” to which effect the order of deliberation includes:

VII.  OBJECTIVES

First: That the representative of each country shall make a presentation on the organization of the Military Code of Justice currently in use in his country.

Second: Each representative shall identify within its code the various legal topics shown in the comparison table. 

Third: The group will define the three (3) parts which constitute the Model Code: Organic, Substantive, and Procedural Books.

Fourth: The group will discuss and will reach a consensus as to the first step to take towards drafting a Model Code. 

Fifth: The group will meet in different committees which will discuss and take notes of the discussions relating to the three parts that constitute the Model Code.  (Each representative will identify the method by which his country of origin will continue the effort and will establish a suspense date to submit preliminary outlines of the Model Code).

Sixth: A summary of the work accomplished during the conference will be drafted in Spanish. 

After full discussion, the Committee decided:

a. The parts comprising the Model Code will include: 

1. A Preamble or Statement of Purpose, 

2. An Organic Book, 

3. A Substantive Book, and

4. A Procedural Book. 

b. To facilitate the continuation of the discussions, the group was divided into three work groups, corresponding with each Book of the Code, in order to identify and include the fundamental chapters or titles of each component, which resulted in the following conclusions:

1. 
Organic Book: 

a.
Concept: that which structures the military judicial system determining its organisms, duties, and attributions, 

b.
Glossary

c.
Persons subject to the code 

d.
Determination of authorities 

e.
Institutions of the State 

f.
Jurisdiction, and

g.
Competence.

2.
Substantive Book:  Crimes and punishments: General dispositions, which describe the legal form and elements of the Military Criminal Law.

3. 
Procedural Book:

a.
Due process-procedural guarantees, 

b.
Types and phases-peace and war, 

c.
Application of the civil process, 

d.
Extradition-International Criminal Law, 

e.
Writs, 

f.
Relationship with Civil Authority.

4.  Regarding the steps to achieve this objective, it is established: 

a.
The designation of three (3) external work groups:

1.  No. 1: Argentina, Chile, Paraguay and Uruguay,

2.  No. 2: Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, Peru, and Venezuela, and

3.  No. 3: United States, El Salvador, Guatemala and Honduras.

5.  Assign the work groups the following tasks:

a.  No.1: To draft the Organic Book

b.  No. 2: To draft the Substantive Book, and

c.  To draft the Procedural Book.

6.  Copy of these drafts will be sent to each of the participating countries. 

a.
The United States of America will coordinate with the other countries the time and place for the respective work group meetings. 

b.
The work group meetings will be open to any COJUMA member wishing to attend. 

By agreement, the participants ratified the Declaration of Miami of April 1996, which is incorporated to the official records of COJUMA.

The members of COJUMA subsequently met from 23-24 June 1997 in San Juan, Puerto Rico as COJUMA Work Group I; 26-27 June 1997 in San Juan as COJUMA Work Group II;  29 September to 3 October 1997 at Davis-Monthan AFB, Arizona, as COJUMA Work Group III; and 10-13 February 1998 at Davis-Monthan AFB, Arizona as COJUMA Work Group IV in order to develop and complete the Model Code. 

VIII.  METHODS USED


COJUMA participants immediately recognized that the task which they would undertake was daunting.  The development of a Model Code required that all participants be familiar with the existing military justice codes of the participating countries, as well as all those of other countries.  It also required a study of problems which had been encountered by the various countries under their codes and under differing circumstances.  Finally, it required a knowledge of the desired direction in which the countries would want to orient their efforts.


Several pragmatic problems drove the issue of the direction in which the countries would want to orient their new military codes, which in turn would provide the basis for the orientation of the Model Code.  Foremost amongst the list was the existence of substantially different military justice codes between members of a military coalition, particularly coalitions engaged in peacekeeping.  Additionally, there was a need to create simpler, more efficient systems which would ensure that military justice was dispensed in a timely and effective manner.  The entire concept of an inquisitorial, as opposed to an adversarial, system of justice was examined in order to identify areas of the adversarial system that might be incorporated into existing inquisitorial systems.


Other major hurdles were differences between the US military justice system, which evolved from the British Articles of War and which relies on common-law and adversarial rules of practice and procedure and the Latin-American military justice systems, which were based on the colonial Spanish military justice code, which was in turn based on the Napoleonic Code tradition and relies on the inquisitorial system of law.  Differences in the court structure, procedures, evidentiary rules, and substantive criminal provisions were also remarkable.  Finally, the differences in sentencing and potential maximum sentences were enormous, with the death penalty being the most controversial. 

Despite the fact that the Latin-American legal systems all had a common origin, they had diverged substantially from the original colonial Spanish military justice code.  Some countries had amended their codes to incorporate German military justice concepts, structures, and procedures; others had incorporated modern Spanish military justice concepts; still others had incorporated U.S. concepts, but within the context of a civil code legal system.

These problems were masterfully addressed by the members.  They decided to identify all commonalities amongst the military justice codes, and to then build an exceptions table which would describe the provisions for particular subject areas in which substantial differences existed.  Additionally, they decided early not to delve into the area of sentencing, other than to define the term and to discuss it’s judicial effect. 

IX.  ORGANIZATION OF THE CODE


After agreeing upon the approach to follow in developing the substantive provisions of the Model Code, the manner in which it would be organized and presented was discussed.  A review of the substantive articles contained in the Model Code reveals it’s strong civil code orientation.  This is so because the vast majority of the countries participating in COJUMA are civil code countries.  However, while not obvious from their titles, many of the procedural and evidentiary articles are more akin to US provisions, since it was in the procedural and evidentiary areas that modernization was felt to be necessary.  The written procedures used for all phases of the inquisitorial system of military justice are simply too burdensome and time-consuming, resulting in unbelievable delays and bureaucratic complexity.  The Model Code addressed these by essentially constructing a US procedural and evidentiary system to be used in conjunction with historically Spanish and Latin American definitions of infractions, many of which do not exist in our military legal system.

X.  SUMMARY

The Model Code is a truly unique amalgam of Latin American substantive, structural, and procedural provisions utilized in the context of a civil code legal system, and a US military law system with roots in the common law system and the British Articles of War.  The best of both systems was taken and incorporated into the Model Code.  Interestingly, the substantive provisions from the Latin American legal systems are understandable and work well within a U.S.-style procedural system.  Each system is enriched through the incorporation of provisions from the other system, and a common understanding and uniform military justice system which facilitates joint and coalition operations was created.

Appendix

 MODEL CODE OF MILITARY JUSTICE


BOOK ONE


ORGANIC LAW


TITLE I


MILITARY COURTS


CHAPTER I


General Provisions


Article 1. Jurisdictional function.


Article 2. Independence.


Article 3. Civilian attorneys.


CHAPTER II


Jurisdiction


Article 4. Scope of application.


Article 5. Primary jurisdiction.


Article 6. Determination of conflict of jurisdiction.


CHAPTER III


Organization


Article 7. Composition and guarantees.


Article 8. Composition of the courts. 


Article 9. Support agencies. 


Article 10. Legal staff-performance of duties. 


CHAPTER IV


Powers


Article 11. Essential Functions. 


CHAPTER V


Military Courts in Time of War


Article 12. Composition. 

BOOK TWO


MILITARY CRIMINAL LAW


TITLE I


GENERAL PROVISIONS


CHAPTER I


Governing Principles


Article 13. Legality.


Article 14. Punishable Acts. 


Article 15. Typification.


Article 16. Unlawfulness.


Article 17. Favorable application of law.


Article 18. Equality.


Article 19. Res judicata. 


Article 20. Knowledge of the law.


Article 21. Publicity.


Article 22. Technical defense. 


Article 23. Presumption of innocence.


Article 24. Recognition of human dignity.


Article 25. In dubio pro re. 

Article 26. Impartiality.


CHAPTER II. 


Fundamental Principles and Rules. 


Article 27. Form and Time of the Punishable Act.


Article 28. Participation.


Article 29. Absence of responsibility.


Article 30. Lack of responsibility.


Article 31. Principles of culpability.


Article 32. Attempts.


Article 33. Punishments.


Article 34. Criteria for Imposing punishment.


Article 35. Mitigating factors. 


Article 36. Aggravating factors. 


Article 37. Conditional punishment. 


Article 38. Conditional liberty.


Article 39. Extinction of the criminal action and punishment.


Article 40. Forfeiture.


TITLE II


CRIMES


CHAPTER I


Crimes Against the Existence and Security of the State


Article 41. Espionage.


Article 42. Treason. 


Article 43. Rebellion.


Article 44. Sedition.


Article 45. Sabotage.


Article 46. Attack on a sentry.


Article 47. Revealing secrets.

Article 48. Manufacture, possession, or illegal trafficking of weapons, munitions, explosives, or chemical agents.

Article 49. Provocation of panic.

CHAPTER II 

Crimes Against Military Honor

Article 50. Cowardice.

Article 51. Libel and defamation. 

Article 52. False accusation.

Article 53. Unauthorized use of uniforms.

Article 54. Conduct unbecoming an officer.

CHAPTER III

Crimes Against Discipline and Military Duty

Article 55. Desertion.

Article 56. Disobedience.

Article 57. Disobedience by retirees and reservists.

Article 58. Insubordination.

Article 59. Assault upon a superior or a subordinate.

Article 60. Abuse of authority.

Article 61. Instigation.

Article 62. Usurpation of command.

Article 63. Malingering.

Article 64. Piracy.

Article 65. Extortion.

Article 66. Bribery.

Article 67. Influence peddling.

Article 68. False alarm.

Article 69. Breach of duty by sentry.

Article 70. Abandonment of ship, aircraft or vehicle.

Article 71. Abandonment of escort.

Article 72. Damage or disablement of vessels, aircraft or vehicles.

CHAPTER IV

Crimes Against the Administration of Military Justice

Article 73. Escape by prisoners. 

Article 74. Aiding escape. 

Article 75. False complaint. 

Article 76. Material falsity in documents.

Article 77. Ideological falsity.

Article 78. Use of a false document.

Article 79. Destruction, suppression or concealment of documents.

Article 80. False testimony.

Article 81. Bribery.

Article 82. Procedural fraud.

Article 83. Abuse of judicial authority.

Article 84. Concealment.

CHAPTER V

Crimes Against the Person

Article 85. Illegal restraint of liberty.

Article 86. Illegal prolongation of restraint of liberty.

Article 87. Homicide.

Article 88. Unintentional homicide.

Article 89. Negligent homicide.

Article 90. Personal injuries.

Article 91. Negligent personal injuries.

Article 92. Torture.

CHAPTER VI

Crimes Against Property

Article 93. Larceny.

Article 94. Robbery.

Article 95. Damage to property of others.

Article 96. Robbery or larceny.

Article 97. Embezzlement of public funds or property.

Article 98. Destruction of military material.

CHAPTER VII

Crimes Against International Law (Human Rights)

Article 99. Pillage.

Article 100. Forcing a prisoner to engage combat against his country.

Article 101. Devastation.

Article 102. Genocide.

Article 103. Forced disappearance.

Article 104. Non-combat homicide.

Article 105. Perfidy.

Article 106. Violation of armistices and agreements. 

Article 107. Exile.

Article 108. Exaction.

Article 109. Damage to the environment.

CHAPTER VIII

Crimes Relating to the Traffic of Narcotics and Controlled Substances

Article 110. Manufacture, possession, use, trafficking, distribution or transportation of narcotics, chemical precursors or controlled substances. 

BOOK THREE

PROCEDURAL LAW

TITLE I

PROCEDURAL GUARANTEES

SOLE CHAPTER

General Provisions

Article 111. Procedural Guarantees.

Article 112. Complementation of the general provisions.

TITLE II

CRIMINAL PROCESS

CHAPTER I 

Stages, Forms of Initiation and Proof

Article 113. Initiation of the process.

Article 114. Nature of the criminal action.

Article 115. Exercise of the criminal action.

Article 116. Complaints by victims.

Article 117. Form of process. 

Article 118. Content of the complaint or criminal charge.

Article 119. Obligation to file complaint.

Article 120. Record of the complaint. 

Article 121. Preliminary investigation.

Article 122. Preventive detention. 

CHAPTER II

Conclusion of the Investigation

Article 123. Closing the judicial investigation.

CHAPTER III

Trial

Article 124. Accusation.

Article 125. Presentation of evidence by the parties.

Article 126. Announcement of sentence.

CHAPTER IV

Sentence

Article 127. Condemnatory sentence.

Article 128. Absolutory sentence.

TITLE III

REMEDIES TO SENTENCES

SOLE CHAPTER

General Provisions

Article 129. Appeal, review and cassation.
FINAL PROVISION

Article 130. Final provision.

( Colonel Arroyo presently serves as the Special Assistant to the Staff Judge Advocate, U.S. Special Operations Command.  In his civilian capacity, Mr. Arroyo has served as the civilian Attorney Advisor (International) at U.S. Southern Command since September of 2000.  He has had numerous past assignments, including serving in the Air Force International and Operations Law Division (HQ USAF/JAI) and at Headquarters, Twelfth Air Focre (HQ 12AF/JA).  Colonel Arroyo participated in COJUMA at all levels, from genesis to completion, including organization and serving as Officer in Charge of conferences and workshops and participating in an organizational, relational, and substantive code development capacity.  He received his Juris Doctor degree in 1978 from Oklahoma City University and is presently pursuing a Ph.D. in International Relations at Florida International University.  Colonel Arroyo is licensed to practice law in the states of Oklahoma and Florida.  


� For related news articles, see Technical Sergeant Rian Clawson, Cojuma creates a meeting of the minds, Air Combat Command News Service, July 12, 2001, available at http://www2.acc.af.mil/accnews/jul01/01220.html and Lieutenant Amie Mize, New Code sets right tone for military justice throughout the Americas, Air Force News, June 29, 1998, available at http://www.af.mil/news/Jun1998/n19980629_980953.html (noting the new military justice code’s overriding themes: 1. balancing military interests with individual interests and democratic principles, 2. providing an independent judiciary and defense counsel, and 3. taking contemporary human rights standards into account).


� COJUMA began with 13 countries:  Argentina, Bolivia, Chile, Columbia, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay, Venezuela, and the United States.


� 10 U.S.C. §1050.


� Latin America has been defined to include the Caribbean, Central and South America, and Mexico, thereby making the area covered by the LATAM Coop program coextensive with the SOUTHCOM area of responsibility (AOR), with the exception of Mexico, which is within the SOUTHCOM area of interest (AOI), as opposed to it’s AOR.  


� Then—Colonel Morman went on to become Major General Morman, the Staff Judge Advocate for the United States Air Force.
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