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MEMORANDUM OPINION

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


A military judge sitting as a general court-martial found the appellant guilty, pursuant to his pleas, of attempted destruction of mail matter, making a false official statement, larceny of military property, adultery (two specifications), wrongfully taking mail matter, wrongfully opening and/or stealing mail matter, and taking a public record with the intent to remove and destroy, in violation of Articles 80, 107, 121, and 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 880, 907, 921, and 934 [hereinafter UCMJ].  A panel of officer and enlisted members sentenced him to a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for three months, forfeiture of $300.00 pay per month for three months, reduction to Private E1, and a reprimand.  The convening authority approved the sentence.


On 29 June 1998, we determined that the military judge abused his discretion when he denied the trial defense counsel’s request to individually voir dire two members.  United States v. Hildreth, ARMY 9601969 (Army Ct. Crim. App.) (unpub.).  We also dismissed Charge IV and its Specification, the larceny of military property, as a lesser-included offense of Specification 6 of Charge V, the taking of a public record with the intent to remove and destroy.  We affirmed the remaining findings of guilty, set aside the sentence, and authorized a rehearing on the sentence.


A military judge sitting as a general court-martial at the sentence rehearing sentenced the appellant to a bad-conduct discharge and a reprimand.  The convening authority approved the sentence, and ordered that the appellant be credited with any previously executed punishment.  The record of trial is now before us for further review in accordance with Article 66(c), UCMJ.


Appellate Defense Counsel have submitted the record of trial to us without assertion of legal error.  We note that the appellant submitted a request for clemency which the convening authority fully evaluated and rejected.


Insofar as our decision of 29 June 1998 affirmed the findings of guilty (except Charge IV and its Specification which we set aside and dismissed), it remains in effect.  On the basis of the entire record, the sentence is affirmed.
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