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MEMORANDUM OPINION ON FURTHER REVIEW

--------------------------------------------------------------
Per Curiam:


A general court-martial panel composed of officer and enlisted members found the appellant guilty, contrary to his pleas, of conspiring to commit larceny of military property, making a false official statement, negligently suffering the loss of military property, and stealing military property (two specifications), in violation of Articles 81, 107, 108, and 121, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 881, 907, 908, and 921 [hereinafter UCMJ].
  The convening authority approved the adjudged sentence of a bad-conduct discharge.


In our opinion dated 19 January 1999, this court set aside the sentence and authorized a rehearing.  See United States v. Farrish, ARMY 9601617 (Army Ct. Crim. App. 19 Jan. 1999) (unpub.).


On 11 January 2000, the convening authority determined that a sentence rehearing was not practicable and approved a sentence of no punishment.  The case is now before the court for further review under Article 66, UCMJ.  Appellate defense counsel specifically declined to file additional pleadings.


Accordingly, the sentence of no punishment is affirmed.







FOR THE COURT:







JOSEPH A. NEURAUTER







Clerk of Court

� Appellant was originally charged with two specifications of conspiracy (Article 81, UCMJ) and three specifications of making false official statements (Article 107, UCMJ).  The military judge merged the two conspiracy specifications into a single specification and also merged two of the false official statement specifications.  In addition, appellant was originally charged with wrongfully disposing of military property which was later amended to willfully suffering the loss of military property (Article 108, UCMJ).  The panel acquitted him of one of the two remaining false official statement specifications and found him guilty of the lesser included offense of negligently suffering the loss of military property.





� As noted by appellate defense counsel, General Court-Martial Order Number 1, dated 11 January 2000, contains several errors.  We will issue a notice of court-martial order correction.
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