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For Appellant: Captain Trevor N. Ward, USAF. 

For Appellee: Lieutenant Colonel J. Peter Ferrell, USAF; Mary Ellen 

Payne, Esquire.  

Before JOHNSON, GRUEN, and WARREN, Appellate Military Judges.   

________________________ 

This is an unpublished opinion and, as such, does not serve as 

precedent under AFCCA Rule of Practice and Procedure 30.4. 

________________________ 

PER CURIAM: 

The findings are correct in law, and the sentence is correct in law and fact, 

and no error materially prejudicial to the substantial rights of Appellant oc-

curred. Articles 59(a) and 66(d), Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. 
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§§ 859(a), 866(d) (Manual for Courts-Martial, United States (2024 ed.)).* Ac-

cordingly, the findings and sentence are AFFIRMED. 

 

FOR THE COURT 
 

 

 

CAROL K. JOYCE 

Clerk of the Court 

 

 

* In the course of our review, the court discovered that Preliminary Hearing Officer 

Exhibit (PHO Ex) 6 (purportedly containing images of child pornography retrieved 

from Appellant’s snapchat messaging application) is missing from the record of trial. 

Appellant asserts neither error nor prejudice from this omission and we perceive none. 

Ultimately, this omission was insubstantial within the meaning of United States v. 

Henry, 53 M.J. 108, 111 (C.A.A.F. 2003) insofar as: (1) the preliminary hearing report 

itself is an attachment to, not a mandatory part of, the record of trial, see Rule for 

Courts-Martial 1112(b); (2) the preliminary hearing report itself summarizes the im-

ages contained in PHO Ex 6; and (3) their omission does not frustrate our full and 

complete appellate review because the images constituting proof of Appellant’s guilt 

as to the wrongful production of child pornography specification were included in the 

record of trial as an attachment to the stipulation of fact admitted at trial. 

 


