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PER CURIAM:

A military judge sitting as a special court-martial
convicted the appellant, pursuant to his pleas, of one
specification of attempt to defraud and one specification of
unauthorized absence terminated by apprehension, in violation of
Articles 80 and 86, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C.
88 880 and 886. The appellant was sentenced to confinement for
five months, reduction to pay grade E-1, and a bad-conduct
discharge. The convening authority approved the sentence as



adjudged but, in accordance with the pretrial agreement,
suspended confinement in excess of 90 days.

The appellant’s sole assigned error asserts that the
special court-martial order incorrectly i1dentified the appellant
as an E-1, and did not reflect credit for pretrial confinement
that had been properly noted by the military judge and reflected
in the report of results of trial. The Government concedes the
inaccuracies, denies any prejudice, and requests that we order
appropriate corrective action.

The appellant neither claims nor offers any evidence of
prejudice. He is, however, entitled to have the official
records accurately reflect the results of his court-martial.
United States v. Crumpley, 49 M.J. 538, 539 (N.M.Ct.Crim.App.-
1998).

We direct that the supplemental promulgating order
accurately reflect the appellant’s pay grade at the time of
trial and the sixty-five days of pretrial confinement credit.
We otherwise conclude that the approved findings and sentence
are correct in law and fact and that no error materially
prejudicial to the substantial rights of the appellant was
committed. Arts. 59(a) and 66(c), UCMJ. The findings and the
sentence as approved by the convening authority are affirmed.
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