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MEMORANDUM OPINION

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


In accordance with the appellant’s guilty pleas, a military judge sitting as a general court-martial found the appellant guilty of maiming, aggravated assault by intentionally inflicting grievous bodily harm, and disorderly conduct, in violation of Articles 124, 128, and 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 924, 928, and 934 (1988)[hereinafter UCMJ].  The appellant’s approved sentence includes a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for one year, forfeiture of all pay and allowances, and reduction to Private E1.


In his Article 66, UCMJ, appeal, the appellant asserts that his conviction for maiming and aggravated assault, both of which were based on his singular act of slashing a noncommissioned officer’s wrist and severing his tendons with a knife, constituted an unreasonable multiplication of charges.  The government concedes on the theory that, under the unique facts of this case, the aggravated assault should have been dismissed as a lesser included offense of maiming.  We agree that once the exigencies of proof were resolved, the aggravated assault should have been dismissed as an unreasonable multiplication of charges.  See Rule for Courts-Martial 307(c)(4) discussion.


Accordingly, the findings of guilty of Charge II and its Specification are set aside and Charge II and its Specification are dismissed.  The remaining findings of guilty are affirmed.  Reassessing the sentence on the basis of the error noted and the entire record, the court affirms the sentence.
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