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MEMORANDUM OPINION
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MOORE, Judge:
A military judge sitting as a general court-martial convicted appellant, pursuant to his pleas, of violation of a lawful general regulation (two specifications), maltreatment (two specifications), and indecent acts (two specifications), in violation of Articles 92, 93, and 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 892, 893, and 934 [hereinafter UCMJ].  Contrary to his pleas, the military judge convicted him of maltreatment and indecent assault, in violation of Articles 93 and 134, UCMJ, 10 U.S.C. §§ 893 and 934.  The military judge sentenced appellant to a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for three years, and reduction to Private E1.  Pursuant to a pretrial agreement, the convening authority approved only so much of the sentence as provides for a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for nine months, and reduction to Private E1.
The case is before the court for mandatory review pursuant to Article 66, UCMJ.  We have considered the record of trial, appellant’s assignments of error, and the government’s reply thereto.  Appellant asserts, inter alia, and the government agrees, that Specifications 1 and 3 of Charge II (maltreatment) and Specifications 1 and 3 of Charge III (indecent acts) constitute an unreasonable multiplication of charges.(  In light of the government’s concession, we will dismiss Specifications 1 and 3 of Charge II because the indecent acts alleged in the specifications of Charge III were the basis for the maltreatment offenses.  We have considered the remaining assignments of error and find them to be without merit.
The findings of guilty to Specifications 1 and 3 of Charge II are set aside and dismissed.  The remaining findings of guilty are affirmed.  Reassessing the sentence on the basis of the errors noted, the entire record, and applying the principles of United States v. Sales, 22 M.J. 305 (C.M.A. 1986), the court affirms the sentence.  

Senior Judge MERCK and Judge JOHNSON concur.
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Clerk of Court

( The military judge found these specifications multiplicious for sentencing.  
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