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MEMORANDUM OPINION 

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


Pursuant to her pleas, appellant was convicted by a military judge, sitting as a general court-martial, of absence without leave (three specifications), dereliction of duty, larceny, conduct unbecoming an officer, failure to pay a just debt, and mail fraud in violation of Articles 86, 92, 121, 133, and 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 886, 892, 921, 933, and 934 [hereinafter UCMJ].  The adjudged sentence was a dismissal and four months confinement.  The convening authority approved only the dismissal.  


 This case is before us for review under Article 66, UCMJ.  We have considered the record of trial, appellant’s three assignments of error, the matters personally raised by appellant pursuant to United States v. Grostefon, 12 M.J. 431 (C.M.A. 1982), and the government’s reply.  We agree that the larceny and conduct unbecoming an officer convictions are multiplicious, and will grant appropriate relief.  The remaining assignments of error and the matters personally raised by appellant are without merit.  

Appellant’s convictions for larceny and conduct unbecoming an officer both stem from an insurance company paying a false claim filed by appellant.  The military judge ruled that these offenses, along with a mail fraud offense, were multiplicious for sentencing.  Although appellant attempted to waive at trial any claim that the Article 121 and 133, UCMJ, offenses were multiplicious for findings, she does not forfeit the multiplicity claim because the offenses are facially duplicative.  United States v. Frelix-Vann, 55 M.J. 329 (2001).  


Accordingly, the findings of guilty of Charge III and its Specification are set aside and Charge III and its Specification are dismissed.  The remaining findings of guilty are affirmed.  Reassessing the sentence under the principles of United States v. Sales, 22 M.J. 305 (C.M.A. 1986), the sentence is affirmed.   
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