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SUMMARY DISPOSITION ON REMAND
-------------------------------------------------------

Per Curiam:
A panel of officer and enlisted members sitting as a general court-martial convicted appellant, contrary to his pleas, of conspiracy to obstruct justice, violating a lawful general order, obstruction of justice, and negligent homicide (three specifications), in violation of Articles 81, 92, and 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 881, 892, and 934 [hereinafter UCMJ].  The adjudged sentence included a dishonorable discharge, confinement for ten years, forfeiture of all pay and allowances, and reduction to Private E1.  Except for the forfeitures, the convening authority approved the adjudged sentence and also credited appellant with 368 days of confinement against the approved confinement.  On 23 April 2010, we affirmed the findings and sentence.  On 14 April 2011, the United States Court of Appeals for the Armed Forces (CAAF) reversed appellant’s sentence and set aside the findings of guilty to Charge III and its specifications, which pertained to negligent homicide.  The CAAF affirmed the remaining charges and specifications and remanded the case back to us “for reassessment of the sentence, or, if necessary, for ordering a rehearing on the sentence.”  
The sentencing landscape has changed dramatically and “[w]e conclude the only fair course of action is a sentencing rehearing.”  United States v. Buber, 62 M.J. 476, 480 (C.A.A.F. 2006) (citations and quotations omitted).   A rehearing on the sentence may be ordered by the same or different convening authority.  
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