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MEMORANDUM OPINION
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CHAPMAN, Senior Judge:


A military judge sitting as a general court-martial convicted appellant, pursuant to his pleas, of larceny (thirteen specifications) and wrongful appropriation (two specifications),
 in violation of Article 121, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. § 921 [hereinafter UCMJ].  The convening authority approved the adjudged sentence to a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for eighteen months, and reduction to Private E1.  The case is before this court for review pursuant to Article 66, UCMJ.


In his only assignment of error, appellant alleges that separately charging him for both stealing United States Postal Service (USPS) money orders
 and stealing the money he received when he cashed the money orders,
 constitutes an unreasonable multiplication of charges.  We disagree and hold that, under the facts of this case, the government’s charging decision was reasonable.

BACKGROUND


During the summer of 2000, appellant worked as a clerk in the post office located on Camp Stanley, Republic of Korea.  As part of his duties, he sold money orders to customers and had access to the machine used to print payment information on these money orders.  On seven separate occasions between June and July 2000, appellant wrongfully took seven blank money orders from the post office stock, made each money order payable to him, cashed the money orders totaling $4,700.00 at a local bank, and deposited the money into his savings account.
  


As a result of this misconduct, the government separately charged appellant with seven larcenies of blank money orders and seven larcenies of the monies received by appellant when he cashed each money order.  Appellant raises the issue of unreasonable multiplication of charges for the first time on appeal to this court.

DISCUSSION


The prohibition against unreasonable multiplication of charges promotes fairness in the government’s exercise of its prosecutorial discretion.  See Rule for Courts-Martial [hereinafter R.C.M.] 307(c)(4) discussion; United States v. Quiroz, 55 M.J. 334 (2001).  As our superior court said in Quiroz, courts review charging decisions “under a classic legal test—whether the action under review was ‘reasonable’ or ‘unreasonable.’”  55 M.J. at 338-39.  Applying a reasonableness standard to the instant case, we hold that the government did not abuse its prosecutorial discretion by separately charging the larcenies of seven money orders and the larcenies of monies received by appellant when he later wrongfully cashed the same money orders.


We reach this conclusion by considering the following factors.  First, appellant made no objection at trial that the charging scheme was unreasonable, nor did he request any relief in his R.C.M. 1105 submission.  Secondly, these offenses are distinctly separate criminal acts and do not exaggerate appellant’s criminality.  The larcenies of the money orders occurred on seven separate occasions during a two-month period.  After stealing the blank money orders, appellant would wait until later that same day to use the postal service machine to make them payable to him.  Appellant would then individually take each fraudulent money order to a local bank to cash.  


The government’s charging decisions were aimed at these distinctly separate acts.  Appellant first abused his position of trust as a postal clerk by wrongfully taking controlled USPS property.  Regardless of how appellant eventually used the stolen money orders,
 the government has a need to protect the fiscal integrity of the Postal Service from such unauthorized takings.  Appellant’s subsequent, wrongful cashing of these money orders for personal gain was separated by time and place, and does not constitute a lesser-included offense of stealing the money orders from the mailroom.  After each illegal act, appellant had ample time to reflect on his misconduct, but elected instead to compound his criminality by committing one crime after another.


We conclude that the government’s charging scheme captures the gravamen of appellant’s misconduct, does not separate the theft of certain items into multiple sub-offenses, and does not prejudice appellant with unwarranted criminal convictions.  There was no prosecutorial overreaching.


We have considered the matters personally asserted by appellant under United States v. Grostefon, 12 M.J. 431 (C.M.A. 1982), and find them to be without merit.


Accordingly, the findings of guilty and the sentence are affirmed.

Judge CLEVENGER and Judge STOCKEL concur. 







FOR THE COURT:







MALCOLM H. SQUIRES, JR.







Clerk of Court
� Although appellant entered pleas of guilty to all fifteen specifications of the Charge (larceny), the military judge found him guilty of the lesser included offense of wrongful appropriation for Specifications 5 and 6.





� See Specifications 9-15.





� See Specifications 2-8.





� Appellant also stole $547.25 in cash from the USPS.  (Specification 1 of the Charge).





� We note that there are other ways appellant could have converted the stolen money orders to cash, such as selling them to other soldiers.
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