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PER CURIAM:

A military judge sitting as a general court-martial
convicted the appellant, pursuant to his pleas, of sexual
assault in violation of Article 120, Uniform Code of Military
Justice, 10 U.S.C. 8 920. The military judge sentenced the
appellant to confinement for a period of four years, reduction
to pay grade E-1, forfeiture of all pay and allowances, and a
dishonorable discharge. Pursuant to a pretrial agreement the



convening authority mitigated the dishonorable discharge to a
bad-conduct discharge, approved the remainder of the sentence as
adjudged, and suspended all confinement in excess of 12 months.

In his sole assignment of error, the appellant asserts the
court-martial order (CMO) incorrectly (1) lists Specification 3
as being committed by “penetration of her vulva by his penis”
while the actual specification alleged “penetration of her vulva
by his tongue” (emphasis added); and (2) omits Specifications 4
and 5 altogether. The appellant pled not guilty to
Specifications 2 through 5 and they were withdrawn and
dismissed. The Government acknowledges these errors and we
agree.

The appellant offers no evidence of prejudice and we find
none. 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).
It is ordered that the supplemental CMO correctly reflect the
language, pleas, and disposition of Specifications 3 through 5.

We find that no error materially prejudicial to substantial
rights of the appellant occurred. Arts. 59(a) and 66(c), UCMJ.
We therefore affirm the findings and the approved sentence.
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