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--------------------------------------------------- 
OPINION OF THE COURT  

--------------------------------------------------- 
  
AS AN UNPUBLISHED DECISION, THIS OPINION DOES NOT SERVE AS PRECEDENT. 
   
PER CURIAM: 

 
 A military judge sitting as a special court-martial 
convicted the appellant, consistent with his pleas, of 
unauthorized absence and wrongful use of marijuana, in violation 
of Articles 86 and 112a, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 
U.S.C. §§ 886 and 912a.  The appellant was sentenced to 
confinement for 90 days, reduction to pay grade E-1, a forfeiture 
of $933.00 pay per month for three months, and a bad-conduct 
discharge.  The convening authority approved the sentence as 
adjudged and, except for the bad-conduct discharge, ordered it 
executed, but suspended all confinement in excess of 60 days 
pursuant to a pretrial agreement. 
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We note that pertaining to Charge I and its sole 
specification the military judge convicted the appellant of 
unauthorized absence from 22 January 2009 until 3 April 2009, 
vice the 2 April 2009 termination date to which he pleaded and 
allocuted during the providence inquiry.  We will take corrective 
action in our decretal paragraph.  

 
 With regards to Charge I and its specification, we affirm 

an unauthorized absence from 22 January 2009 until 2 April 2009.  
The remaining findings and sentence, as approved by the convening 
authority, are also affirmed.  The modification of Charge I does 
not significantly change the sentencing landscape; therefore, no 
additional action is required. 

 
     

For the Court 
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