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

--------------------------------------------------- 
  
IN ACCORDANCE WITH RULE 18.2, NMCCA RULES OF PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE, THIS 
OPINION DOES NOT SERVE AS PRECEDENT.   
   
PER CURIAM: 
 
 A military judge sitting as a general court-martial 
convicted the appellant, pursuant to his pleas, of attempted sale 
of military property, sexual harassment, assault consummated by 
battery, and sale of military property, in violation of Articles 
80, 92, 108, and 128, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. 
§§ 880, 892, 908, and 920.  The appellant was sentenced to 
confinement for nine months, forfeiture of all pay and 
allowances, to be fined $500.00, reduction to pay grade E-1, and 
a bad-conduct discharge.  The convening authority approved the 
sentence. 
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 This case was submitted without specific assignment of 
error.  During the course of our review, however, we have 
concluded that the appellant did not establish a sufficient 
factual basis as to all the victims listed in the specification 
of Charge I.  We will take the necessary action in our decretal 
paragraph.   
 

The finding of guilty to the sole specification of Charge I 
is affirmed except for the names of the first four victims (LCpl 
HLM; PFC RDD; LCpl VNP; and Cpl DDG).  The remaining findings of 
guilty are affirmed.  There being no dramatic change in the 
penalty landscape, we conclude that the adjudged sentence would 
not have been any less had the error not occurred.  See United 
States v. Moffeit, 63 M.J. 40 (C.A.A.F. 2006); United States v. 
Buber, 62 M.J. 476 (C.A.A.F. 2006).  The sentence is affirmed.  
We conclude that no error materially prejudicial to the 
substantial rights of the appellant remains and that the 
findings, as modified, and sentence are correct in law and fact.  
Arts. 59(a) and 66(c), UCMJ. 
  

For the Court 
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