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This opinion is subject to editorial correction before final release. 
 
 

PER CURIAM: 
 

A general court-martial convicted the appellant of three specifications of larceny, 
one specification of dereliction of duty by underage drinking, one specification of 
absence without leave, and one specification of marijuana use, in violation of Articles 
121, 92, 86, and 112a, UCMJ, 10 U.S.C. §§ 921, 892, 886, 912a.  A panel of officer 
members sentenced the appellant to reduction to E-1, forfeiture of all pay and allowances, 
confinement for one year, and a bad-conduct discharge.  The convening authority 
approved the adjudged sentence.  On appeal the appellant identifies an error in the court-
martial promulgating order.  Specifically, the order erroneously states the amount of the 
larceny in Specification 3 of Charge I as “of a value of more than $500 or less.”  The 



government agrees that the order is incorrect and joins the appellant in requesting that a 
corrected order be issued that states the value is $500 or less. 

 
Since the summary of offenses attached to the staff judge advocate’s 

recommendation to the convening authority is correct, the subsequent error in the 
promulgating order did not prejudice the appellant in the action of the convening 
authority.  Therefore, as both sides agree, the error does not require a new action.  See 
United States v. Graf, 35 M.J. 450, 467 (C.M.A. 1992).  We do, however, order the 
promulgation of a corrected court-martial order that accurately reflects the amount of the 
larceny in Specification 3 of Charge I as “of a value of $500 or less.”  The Court also 
notes that the promulgating order lists William M. Burd as trial counsel when in fact he 
was the military judge in the case. 

 
Conclusion 

 
 The approved findings and sentence are correct in law and fact and no error 
prejudicial to the substantial rights of the appellant occurred.  Article 66(c), UCMJ, 10 
U.S.C. § 866(c); United States v. Reed, 54 M.J. 37, 41 (C.A.A.F. 2000).  Accordingly, the 
approved findings and sentence are 
 

AFFIRMED. 
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