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MEMORANDUM OPINION
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JOHNSON, Judge:


A military judge sitting as a general court-martial convicted appellant, pursuant to his pleas, of disobeying a lawful order on divers occasions and adultery on divers occasions, in violation of Articles 92 and 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 892 and 934 [hereinafter UCMJ].  Contrary to his pleas, the military judge convicted appellant of assault consummated by a battery, in violation of Article 128, UCMJ.  The military judge sentenced appellant to a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for fifteen months, and reduction to Private E1.  The convening authority approved the adjudged sentence.
BACKGROUND

This case is before the court for automatic review pursuant to Article 66, UCMJ.  We find that the military judge erred by accepting appellant’s plea of guilty to Specification 2 of Charge III, alleging that appellant committed adultery on divers occasions.  During the providence inquiry, conducted pursuant to United States v. Care, 18 U.S.C.M.A. 535, 40 C.M.R. 247 (1969), the military judge failed to elicit an admission from appellant that the adultery occurred on more than one occasion. 
DISCUSSION
We review a military judge’s acceptance of a guilty plea for an abuse of discretion.  United States v. Eberle, 44 M.J. 374, 375 (C.A.A.F. 1996).  We will not overturn a military judge’s acceptance of a guilty plea unless the record of trial shows a substantial basis in law and fact for questioning it.  United States v. Prater, 32 M.J. 433, 436 (C.M.A. 1991).  A providence inquiry into a guilty plea must establish that the accused believes and admits that he is guilty of the offense and that the factual circumstances admitted by the accused objectively support the guilty plea.  United States v. Garcia, 44 M.J. 496, 497-98 (C.A.A.F. 1996) (citations omitted); Rule for Courts-Martial 910(e).  If these requirements are not met, an accused’s willingness to admit guilt cannot make an otherwise defective plea provident.  United States v. Watkins, 32 M.J. 527, 529 (A.C.M.R. 1990).  Here, the military judge failed to ensure that appellant admitted to multiple acts of sexual intercourse.  Thus, the record of trial raises a substantial, unresolved question as to the providence of appellant’s guilty plea to Specification 2 of Charge III. 

Accordingly, the court affirms only so much of the finding of guilty of the Specification 2 of Charge III as follows:  In that Specialist (E-4) Carlos R. Lowe, U.S. Army, a married man, did, at or near Killeen, Texas, between on or about 1 January 2002 and 25 July 2002, wrongfully have sexual intercourse with Private (E-2) Nereida Orozco, a woman not his wife.
The remaining findings of guilty are affirmed.  Reassessing the sentence on the basis of the noted error, the entire record, and the principles of United States v. Sales, 22 M.J. 305 (C.M.A. 1986), the court affirms the sentence.


Senior Judge MERCK and Judge MOORE concur.
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