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IN ACCORDANCE WITH RULE 18.2, NMCCA RULES OF PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE, THIS
OPINION DOES NOT SERVE AS PRECEDENT.

PER CURIAM:

Pursuant to his pleas, a special court-martial composed of a
military judge alone convicted the appellant of unauthorized
absence and wrongful use of marijuana in violation of Articles 86
and 112a of the Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §8§
886 and 912a. The military judge sentenced the appellant to
confinement for 75 days, reduction to pay grade E-1, and a bad-
conduct discharge. The convening authority approved the sentence
as adjudged. Pursuant to a pretrial agreement, all confinement
in excess of the time served (42 days) was suspended for twelve
months from the date of the action.



The case was submitted to the court on its merits. In a
footnote, the appellate defense counsel correctly notes that the
military judge excepted certain language in the Article 86
specification, but did not enter a specific finding as to the
excepted language.

While we find no prejudice to the appellant from this error,
he is entitled to correction of his official records. Art.
59 (a), UCMJ; United States v. Glover, 57 M.J. 696, 697-98
(N.M.Ct.Crim.App. 2002); United States v. Crumpley, 49 M.J. 538,
539 (N.M.Ct.Crim.App. 1998). Thus, we will order appropriate
relief in our decretal paragraph.

Accordingly, the findings and the sentence, as modified, are
affirmed. The supplemental court-martial order shall indicate
that the appellant is not guilty of the excepted language “he was
apprehended” in the sole specification under Charge I.

For the Court
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