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MEMORANDUM OPINION

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


Pursuant to mixed pleas, appellant was convicted of conspiracy to commit larceny, willfully disobeying a superior commissioned officer (three specifications), failure to obey a lawful order (five specifications), false official statement (two specifications), wrongful sale of military property, larceny, housebreaking, and bribery  (two specifications), in violation of Articles 81, 90, 92, 107, 108, 121, 130, and 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 881, 890, 892, 907, 908, 921, 930, and 934 [hereinafter UCMJ].  Appellant’s trial was before a general court-martial panel of officer and enlisted members.  The convening authority approved the adjudged sentence of a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for two years, forfeiture of all pay and allowances, and reduction to Private E1.


The appellant has assigned two errors and, pursuant to United States v. Grostefon, 12 M.J. 431 (C.M.A. 1982), has personally submitted additional matters.  We find only that a portion of one of the assigned errors has merit.  The appellant attacks the factual and legal sufficiency of the evidence to support the findings of guilty to Specifications 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7 of Additional Charge I.  The findings as to Specifications 1, 2, and 3 of Additional Charge I finding the appellant guilty of failure to obey an order in violation of Article 92, UCMJ, are legally and factually correct.  The appellant is correct in contending that the findings of guilty to Specifications 5, 6, and 7 of Additional Charge I in violation of Article 90, UCMJ, should not be affirmed.  The government appropriately concedes, and correctly argues, that the evidence of record is factually and legally sufficient to find the appellant guilty, on the three separate dates as alleged, of failure to obey an order in violation of Article 92, UCMJ.  United States v. Turner, 25 M.J. 324 (C.M.A. 1987); Jackson v. Virginia, 443 U.S. 307 (1979).  We find that there is no merit to any remaining contentions raised by the appellant, personally or otherwise.  


The court affirms only so much of the findings of guilty of Specifications 5, 6, and 7 of Additional Charge I as finds that the appellant did on 22, 23, and 25 June 1996, respectively, fail to obey an order in violation of Article 92, UCMJ.  The remaining findings of guilty are affirmed.  Reassessing the sentence on the basis of the error noted and the entire record, and applying the criteria of United States v. Sales, 22 M.J. 305 (C.M.A. 1986), the sentence is affirmed.
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