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This opinion is issued as an unpublished opinion and, as such, does not serve as precedent
TATE, Chief Judge:

A general court-martial composed of a military judge sitting alone convicted appellant, contrary to his pleas, of conspiracy to import, introduce and/or distribute cocaine; four specifications of wrongful importation and/or introduction of cocaine,
 two specifications of wrongful importation, introduction, and/or distribution of cocaine, seven specifications of wrongful distribution of cocaine, one specification of possession of cocaine with intent to distribute, six specifications of wrongful transportation of currency with intent to promote a criminal cocaine conspiracy,
 wrongful transportation of a firearm in interstate or foreign commerce with intent to commit a felony,
 and wrongful use, carrying, and/or possession of a firearm in furtherance of a drug trafficking crime,
 in violation of Articles 81, 112a, and 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 881, 912a and 934 [hereinafter UCMJ].  Appellant was acquitted of wrongful use of cocaine, an additional offense of wrongful importation and/or introduction of cocaine, and another cocaine distribution.  
The court sentenced appellant to a dishonorable discharge, twenty-three years confinement, forfeiture of all pay and allowances, and reduction to Private E1.  The convening authority reduced the sentence to confinement to twenty-two years and approved the remainder of the adjudged sentence.  The case is before us for review under Article 66, UCMJ.
  
Appellant asserts, inter alia, the military judge improperly admitted uncorroborated confessions pertaining to Specifications 14 and 15 of Charge II, Specification 6 of Charge III, and Specifications 1 and 2 of the Additional Charge.  These specifications concern cocaine distribution, money laundering, and use of firearms in furtherance of a drug trafficking crime, respectively.  Appellant further alleges the evidence is legally and factually insufficient to support his conviction for the wrongful use, carrying and/or possession of a firearm in furtherance of a drug trafficking crime [Specification 2 of the Additional Charge].  These assignments of error merit discussion but not relief.
FACTS
Appellant was the leader of a conspiracy involving four other United States [hereinafter U.S.] Soldiers, several U.S. citizens, and one or more Colombian co-conspirators.  His offenses occurred over the course of a two-year period during which appellant was a mission supervisor on electronic surveillance flights over Colombia.  The flight missions entailed interception of narcotics trafficking voice communications to aid the drug suppression efforts of the Colombian government and U.S. combatant commanders.

During the course of the conspiracy, appellant and multiple co-actors smuggled a total of eighty-one kilograms (kilos)
 of cocaine aboard various U.S. military aircraft flying from Apiay Air Force Base, a Colombian Air Force installation, to Biggs Army Airfield on the Fort Bliss, Texas, military installation.  Other than a wire transfer of $15,000 from a United States bank to his Colombian drug source, appellant paid for the cocaine with a total of $209,000 in cash transported aboard military flights from Fort Bliss to Colombia.  He traded and received firearms in partial payment for cocaine.  His drug distributions involved transactions in Florida, Louisiana, and various Texas locations.
Appellant’s offenses were discovered through electronic surveillance conducted by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) and the Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA).  Intercepted Colombian telephone conversations revealed a then unidentified Army sergeant had shipped forty-six kilos of cocaine to El Paso, Texas, sold twenty-six of the forty-six kilos, and needed to sell the remaining twenty kilos before returning to Colombia for duty.  
Subsequent cooperative investigation by a number of military and federal civilian law enforcement agencies revealed a large quantity of cocaine was loaded aboard a C-17 military aircraft at Apiay Air Force Base in Colombia with a scheduled arrival at Fort Bliss on 28 March 2005.  Approximately twenty-five agents from the various cooperating agencies met the aircraft when it landed and seized fourteen kilos of cocaine.  

Based on the seizure from the aircraft, appellant was identified as a suspect.  Appellant’s name was on some of the items in which the cocaine was smuggled.  In addition, investigators found an incriminating letter written in Spanish by appellant to Staff Sergeant (SSG) Victor Portales at Fort Bliss.  The letter instructed SSG Portales to secure the cocaine in appellant’s rented self-storage unit and send appellant $30,000 from the storage unit so appellant could buy more cocaine.  The letter provided the entry code for the storage unit facility and included the key to appellant’s self-storage unit.
After the seizure of the cocaine and discovery of appellant’s letter, U.S. military investigators in Colombia were alerted that appellant was involved in a cocaine smuggling conspiracy.  A force protection alert was declared for appellant’s unit requiring all members to assemble at the U.S. Embassy in Bogotá.  The alert was a ruse to prevent appellant or any potential unit co-conspirators, all of whom were fluent Spanish linguists, from fleeing and disappearing into the native population before they could be questioned or apprehended.  A Naval Criminal Investigative Service (NCIS) agent and an Air Force Office of Special Investigations (AFOSI) agent assigned to the embassy’s force protection staff questioned appellant after first obtaining a knowing and voluntary waiver of his Article 31, UCMJ rights.  Appellant rendered a detailed, four-page typewritten statement in which he revealed his involvement in various cocaine shipments and transactions.  He identified his Colombian drug source [A.G.] and several co-conspirators, including:  Jake (a U.S. national under contract to perform aviation maintenance at the air base), Sergeant (SGT) Sandoval Rolando, SSG Kelvin Irrizary, SSG Victor Portales, and Specialist (SPC) Francisco Rosa.  Appellant also described how he accompanied the first shipment of cocaine to Fort Bliss and subsequent cocaine distributions in the United States, including those he made to a civilian named “Gustavo.”  Appellant provided further details regarding the dates, dollar amounts, and quantities of cocaine distributed pursuant to the conspiracy in numerous drug transactions.  After rendering the confession, appellant cooperated with the DEA and got A.G., his Colombian source, to incriminate himself in a recorded telephone conversation.  
Appellant was then flown to Fort Bliss where, after again knowingly and voluntarily waiving his Article 31, UCMJ rights, appellant provided more details about his drug trafficking activities to agents of the U.S. Army Criminal Investigation Command (CID).  In a thirteen-page typewritten statement, appellant identified additional co-conspirators and transactions—to include both receiving and giving firearms in exchange for cocaine.  He stated he received four 9mm pistols as partial payment for a cocaine transaction and identified one of the pistols as a “9mm pearl blue Beretta.”  He further described trading $33,000 in cash and the remaining three pistols in payment for a subsequent cocaine purchase in Colombia.  Appellant described how he placed the 9mm Beretta in his storage unit and added $2,000 to the $46,000 in cash already stored there.  Appellant admitted he wrote the incriminating letter to SSG Portales that was discovered during seizure of the 28 March 2005 cocaine shipment.
In a subsequent search authorized by a federal civilian judge, executed by the cooperating military and civilian investigative agencies, $47,050 in cash and the Beretta 9mm pistol were seized from appellant’s self-storage unit.  In a separate command authorized search, vials containing a total of more than twenty-seven grams of cocaine were also seized from appellant’s Colombia barracks room in a location specifically described by appellant in one of his confessions.
At trial, appellant unsuccessfully moved to suppress both of his sworn statements based on a lack of voluntariness, but he did not object to their admission based on a lack of corroboration.  In addition to various items of physical evidence introduced at trial, including the seized cash, cocaine, and 9mm Beretta pistol, evidence was also introduced to establish appellant’s fingerprints were on some of the packaging material in which the cocaine seized from the aircraft had been shipped from Colombia.  Numerous co-conspirators testified against the accused, including former SGT Rolando, former SPC Rosa, and former SSG Portales.
  Former SGT Rolando testified extensively regarding his drug dealings with appellant and Jake.  Privates Rosa and Portales also testified at appellant’s court-martial and provided detailed information about their roles in the drug conspiracy with appellant.  Gustavo Garcia, the person first identified by appellant as “Gustavo”, also testified and admitted distributing large quantities of cocaine supplied by appellant on multiple occasions.

LAW

Military Rule of Evidence [hereinafter Mil. R. Evid.] 304(g) sets out the corroboration requirements to admit a statement made by the accused:

An admission or a confession of the accused may be considered as evidence against the accused on the question of guilt or innocence only if independent evidence . . . has been introduced that corroborates the essential facts admitted to justify sufficiently an inference of their truth.


The case law interpreting Mil. R. Evid. 304(g) is clear:  essential facts of the confession must be sufficiently corroborated by independent evidence.  See United States v. Arnold, 61 M.J. 254, 256-57 (C.A.A.F. 2005); United States v. O’Rourke, 57 M.J. 636, 641 (Army Ct. Crim. App. 2002).  Independent evidence is evidence not based on or derived from the accused’s extrajudicial statements.  Arnold, 61 M.J. at 257 (citing Opper v. United States, 348 U.S. 84, 93 (1954)).  This principle of corroboration is intended to safeguard against false or coerced confessions.  However, corroborating evidence need not confirm each element of an offense, but must “corroborate[] the essential facts admitted to justify sufficiently an inference of their truth.”  Mil. R. Evid. 304(g); see also United States v. Rounds, 30 M.J. 76, 80 (C.M.A. 1988).  This inference may be drawn from a quantum of evidence our superior court has described as “very slight.”  United States v. Melvin, 26 M.J. 145, 146 (C.M.A. 1988).
 

A military judge’s ruling on the admissibility of a confession is reviewed for abuse of discretion.  United States v. Seay, 60 M.J. 73, 77 (C.A.A.F. 2004).  “A military judge abuses his discretion when his findings of fact are clearly erroneous, when he is incorrect about the applicable law, or when he improperly applies the law.”  Id. at 77 (citing United States v. Roberts, 59 M.J. 323, 326 (C.A.A.F. 2004)).
DISCUSSION
Corroboration of Confessions 

Appellant contends the government produced no evidence to corroborate the confessions admitted to prove Specifications 14 and 15 of Charge II (alleging separate distributions of ten kilos of cocaine), Specification 6 of Charge III (alleging money laundering of $30,000), and Specifications 1 and 2 of the Additional Charge (use of firearms in furtherance of drug trafficking crimes).  To the contrary, we find the independent evidence admitted at trial more than sufficient to “raise an inference of truth of the essential facts admitted” in each of appellant’s confessions, thus satisfying the corroboration requirements of Mil. R. Evid. 304(g).
Appellant urges us to require corroboration of each of the numerous transactions to which appellant confessed involving each co-conspirator over the more than two-year period in which appellant’s illegal activity was ongoing.  Even if we were to apply appellant’s narrow reading of R.C.M. 304(g) to these facts, we nonetheless find corroboration for those confessed transactions as part of “a continuous course of conduct [of] numerous [criminal] incidents.”  United States v. Hall, 50 M.J. 247, 252 (C.A.A.F. 1999); See also United States v. Grant, 56 M.J. 410 (C.A.A.F. 2002) (corroboration of one criminal act can corroborate a series of other prior criminal acts).  Specifically, we find the evidence sufficient to prove appellant was engaged in a major criminal enterprise that began as early as July 2003 and continued until the seizure of his final shipment of cocaine on 28 March 2005.  Aided by several co-actors over a nearly two-year period, appellant engaged in numerous transactions of wrongful transportation, importation, introduction, and distribution of cocaine, exchanged and received firearms for cocaine, and laundered money.  It “strains credulity to believe that appellant would accurately confess” to transactions at the beginning, end, and throughout the cocaine conspiracy, “and then fabricate” confessions to other offenses within the conspiracy period to increase his already substantial criminal liability.  Grant, 56 M.J. at 417.
Waiver

While not necessary for resolution of the issue in this case, we also briefly address whether appellant preserved the issue of corroboration of his confessions under Mil. R. Evid. 103(a)(1).  See United States v. Datz, 61 M.J. 37, 42 (C.A.A.F. 2005) (“On its face, [Mil. R. Evid.] 103 does not require the moving party to present every argument in support of an objection, but does require argument sufficient to make the military judge aware of the specific ground for objection.”).  Under the facts of this case, we conclude appellant waived this issue because he failed to make a timely objection to admission of the confessions.  See United States v. Reynoso, 66 M.J. 208, 210 (C.A.A.F. 2008) (foundational objection was insufficient to preserve evidentiary issue on appeal).  While appellant’s counsel addressed the issue of corroboration in closing argument after both confessions had been admitted and the defense rested, counsel’s remarks were insufficient to preserve the objection under Mil. R. Evid. 103(a)(1).  See United States v. Maynard, 66 M.J. 242, 244-45 (C.A.A.F. 2008).
This case is analogous to the Air Force appellate court’s decision in United States v. Lockhart, 11 M.J. 603 (A.F.C.M.R. 1981).  In Lockhart, our sister court held:
An important part of the prosecution’s case was the accused’s voluntary admission, admitted into evidence without objection by the defense.  After the prosecution rested, the defense moved for a finding of not guilty based upon insufficiency of the evidence. The asserted basis of the insufficiency was the lack of adequate corroboration for the accused’s admission.  This claim was untimely.  In admitting the confession, the military judge determined as a matter of law that the admission was adequately corroborated by other evidence in the case.  Mil. R. Evid. 304(g).  Failure to object at the time the admission was offered in evidence constituted a waiver.
Id. at 603-604 (footnote omitted).


Because principles of waiver apply here, we review the military judge’s decision to admit each of the confessions for plain error.  See United States v. Hardison, 64 M.J. 279, 281 (C.A.A.F. 2007) (plain error standard is met when “(1) an error was committed; (2) the error was plain, or clear, or obvious; and (3) the error resulted in material prejudice to substantial rights.”).  We have already found the military judge did not abuse his discretion in admitting appellant’s confessions; therefore, we also find the military judge did not commit error under the lower standard of “plain error.”  As previously stated, the record is replete with evidence that corroborates appellant’s confessions and satisfies the requirements of Mil. R. Evid. 304(g).
Use of a Firearm in Furtherance of a Drug Trafficking Crime

Appellant alleges the evidence is legally and factually insufficient to support his conviction for the wrongful use, carrying and/or possession of a firearm in furtherance of a drug trafficking crime in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 924(c)(1)(A) [Specification 2 of the Additional Charge].  In support of his allegation, appellant cites United States v. Watson, 552 U.S. 74 (2007), which held a defendant does not violate 18 U.S.C. § 924(c)(1)(A) merely by receiving weapons in payment for a sale of drugs.  
We distinguish Watson on its facts and conclude the firearms convictions are legally and factually sufficient.  See Article 66, UCMJ.  The evidence demonstrates appellant received four pistols and cash in exchange for the sale of cocaine in February 2005 and later exchanged three of the pistols and cash for more cocaine in early March 2005.  Applying Watson to the facts presented here, it is true appellant did not violate 18 U.S.C. § 924(c)(1)(A) when he received the pistols as partial payment for cocaine in February 2005.  However, appellant did violate 18 U.S.C. §924(c)(1)(A) in March 2005—a period covered by Specification 2 of the Additional Charge—when he subsequently exchanged three pistols and cash for more cocaine.  See Smith v. United States, 508 U.S. 223, 241 (1993) (“[A] criminal who trades his firearm for drugs ‘uses’ it during and in relation to a drug trafficking offense within the meaning of § 924(c)(1).”).  The military judge was permitted to enter a general finding of guilty on this specification without detailing the exact manner of its violation.  See United States v. Brown, 65 M.J. 356, 359 (C.A.A.F. 2007).
DECISION
We have considered the remaining assignments of error and find them to be without merit.  The findings of guilty and sentence are affirmed.  
Senior Judge HOLDEN and Judge MAGGS concur.







FOR THE COURT:







MALCOLM H. SQUIRES, JR.







Clerk of Court
� Judge Maggs took final action while on active duty. 





� The offense of wrongful importation of cocaine involves bringing the drug “into the customs territory of the United States. . . .”  Manual for Courts-Martial, United States (2005 ed.) [hereinafter MCM], Part IV, para. 37a.  Introduction of cocaine differs from importation in that introduction requires transporting the drug “onto a vessel, aircraft, vehicle, or installation used by the armed forces or under control of the armed forces. . . .”  MCM, Part IV, paras. 37b. (4) and (7).





� 18 U.S.C. § 1956 (a)(2)(A).





� 18 U.S.C. § 924 (b).





� 18 U.S.C. § 924 (c)(1)(A).





� We heard oral argument in this case at Harvard Law School in Cambridge, Massachusetts.   


� 81 kilos equals 178.5 pounds.


�  Prior to appellant’s trial, SPC Rosa and SSG Portales were tried by courts-martial and were sentenced, in part, to be reduced to Private E-1, the lowest enlisted grade.  Former SGT Rolando left military service before his role in appellant’s conspiracy was discovered.


� Mil. R. Evid. 304(g)(1) states:





Quantum of evidence needed.  The independent evidence necessary to establish corroboration need not be sufficient of itself to establish beyond a reasonable doubt the truth of facts stated in the admission or confession.  The independent evidence need raise only an inference of the truth of the essential facts admitted.  The amount and type of evidence introduced as corroboration is a factor to be considered by the trier of fact in determining the weight, if any, to be given to the admission or confession.  
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