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PER CURIAM:

A military judge sitting as a special court-martial
convicted the appellant, pursuant to his pleas, of four
specifications of abusive sexual contact, in violation of
Article 120, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. 8§ 920.
The convening authority (CA) approved the appellant’s sentence
of confinement for 360 days, forfeiture of $970.00 pay per month
for twelve months, reduction to pay grade E-1, and a bad-conduct
discharge. The CA approved the sentence as adjudged and, except
for the bad-conduct discharge, ordered It executed.



The appellant assigns as error the fact that the CA’s
action contained an incorrect statement of the appellant’s plea
to Specification 4 under the charge. Pursuant to a pretrial
agreement, the appellant entered pleas of guilty to all four
specifications, but the CA’s action contailns errata in
misidentifying the plea to Specification 4 as “not guilty” where
a guilty plea was in fact entered. The appellant has not
established any prejudice from the error, but is nonetheless
entitled to a record that correctly reflects the results of the
court-martial proceedings. See United States v. Crumpley, 49
M.J. 538, 539 (N.M.Ct.Crim.App. 1998). We order the necessary
corrective action.

The supplemental court-martial order shall correctly
reflect pleas of guilty and findings of guilty to all four
specifications under the charge. With that correction, we are
convinced that the findings and the sentence are correct in law
and fact and that no error materially prejudicial to the
substantial rights of the appellant occurred. Arts. 59(a) and
66(c), UCMJ. The findings and the approved sentence are
affirmed.
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