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---------------------------------------------------------------------

MEMORANDUM OPINION ON FURTHER REVIEW

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


A military judge sitting as a special court-martial convicted appellant of fraudulent separation, absence without leave, damage to military property (two specifications), forgery, and arson, in violation of Articles 83, 86, 108, 123, and 126, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 883, 886, 908, 923, and 926 (1988) [hereinafter UCMJ].  The convening authority approved the adjudged sentence of a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for 150 days, and reduction to Private E1.


By memorandum opinion dated 6 June 1997, this court affirmed the conviction for fraudulent separation, declared the remaining findings of guilty void, and set aside the sentence.  We authorized the convening authority to take one of 

*Corrected

three actions:  (1) order an “other trial” on the void charges; (2) order a rehearing on sentencing on the affirmed finding of guilty (fraudulent separation); or (3) approve a sentence of no punishment.


On 17 March 1998, the convening authority approved appellant’s request for an administrative discharge in lieu of court-martial and approved a sentence of no punishment for the previously affirmed finding of guilty (fraudulent separation).  The case was again forwarded to this court for further review under Article 66, UCMJ.  Appellant defense counsel waived the opportunity to file additional pleadings.


Insofar as the decision of this court in this case dated 6 June 1997 affirmed the finding of guilty of Additional Charge I and its Specification (fraudulent separation), it remains in effect.  On the basis of the entire record, the sentence of no punishment is affirmed.
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