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MEMORANDUM OPINION ON FURTHER REVIEW
----------------------------------------------------------------
Per Curiam:

A military judge sitting as a general court-martial convicted appellant, in accordance with his pleas, of receipt and distribution of child pornography in violation of Article 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. § 934 [hereinafter UCMJ].  Contrary to appellant’s pleas, the military judge convicted appellant of reproduction of child pornography and indecent acts with a female under sixteen years of age in violation of Article 134, UCMJ.  The convening authority approved the adjudged sentence to a dishonorable discharge, confinement for sixty-six months, forfeiture of all pay and allowances, and reduction to Private E1.  
After our initial review of this case, we set aside the findings of guilty of Specifications 4 and 5 of Charge II and the Specification of the Additional Charge and the Additional Charge.  We affirmed the remaining findings of guilty and we set aside the sentence subject to conditions stated in our opinion.  We authorized the convening authority to (1) order a rehearing on the affected specifications and sentence, or (2) if the convening authority determined that a rehearing was impracticable, he could dismiss Specifications 4 and 5 of Charge II and the Specification of the Additional Charge and the Additional Charge and order a rehearing on the sentence only, or (3) if the convening authority determined that a sentence rehearing was impracticable, he could then reassess the sentence.  
After receiving a recommendation from the staff judge advocate, the convening authority reassessed appellant’s sentence to “reduction to E1, forfeiture of all pay and allowances, to be confined for 57 months, and to be discharged with a dishonorable discharge.”  Before the record was returned to this court for further review, however, the successor staff judge advocate correctly noted that the legal advice provided to the convening authority by her predeccessor was “incomplete.”  She then informed the convening authority that he must reassess the sentence once more using the proper standard for reassessment set out in United States v. Reed, 33 M.J. 98 (C.M.A. 1991).  After receiving this advice, the convening authority ordered “that only so much of the sentence as provides for confinement for 56 months, reduction to E-1, forfeiture of all pay and allowances and a dishonorable discharge, and except for that part of the sentence extending to a dishonorable discharge, will be executed.”  The case is again before us for review pursuant to Article 66, UCMJ.
“The convening authority shall take action on the sentence and, in the discretion of the convening authority, the findings, unless it is impracticable.”  Rule for Courts-Martial [hereinafter R.C.M.] 1107(a).  Notwithstanding this requirement, we note that the initial action by the convening authority does not expressly approve the sentence.  In the absence of approved findings and sentence, this case is not ripe for appellate review.  See UCMJ art. 66(c) (limiting our scope of review “to the findings and sentence as approved by the convening authority.”).  This court may instruct the convening authority to withdraw an incomplete or ambiguous action and substitute a corrected action, see R.C.M. 1107(g), and we conclude that such instruction is appropriate in this case.
The action of the convening authority, dated 7 September 2005, is set aside.  The record of trial will be returned to The Judge Advocate General for a new action by the same convening authority in accordance with Article 60(c)-(e), UCMJ.  
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