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MEMORANDUM OPINION
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SCHENCK, Senior Judge:
A military judge sitting as a general court-martial convicted appellant, pursuant to his pleas, of attempted larceny of military property on divers occasions and larceny of military property on divers occasions, in violation of Articles 80 and 121, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 880 and 921 [hereinafter UCMJ].  The convening authority approved the adjudged sentence to a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for ten months, and reduction to Private E1.  This case is before the court for review pursuant to Article 66, UCMJ.
Appellate defense counsel assert appellant’s guilty pleas to larceny of military property of a value of more than $500.00 (the Specification of Charge I) and attempted larceny of military property of a value of more than $500.00 (the Specification of Charge II) are improvident.  The defense argues “the military judge failed to establish that any one item had a value over $500 or that several items taken at the same time and place had such an aggregate value.”  Appellate government counsel concede “that a sufficient factual basis was neither elicited through appellant’s providence inquiry nor through the stipulation of fact to support appellant’s pleas to larceny and to attempted larceny of United States military property of a value over $500.”  We agree with appellate counsel that the values alleged in both specifications improperly aggregate the value of the military property, and therefore, will grant appropriate relief in our decretal paragraph.
Appellant was found guilty of one specification of stealing military property of a value of more than $500.00 and one specification of attempting to steal military property of a value of more than $500.00.  The military judge, however, failed to elicit a sufficient factual predicate to support appellant’s pleas.  During the providence inquiry, appellant admitted to the military judge he thought “all of those parts that are listed . . . in Charge I were of . . . a value of about $2,539.79.”  Furthermore, the military judge failed to discuss the value of the military property appellant attempted to steal regarding Charge II.  Moreover, although aggregate amounts are specified, the stipulation of fact fails to indicate the value of any single item of military property, that any single item had a value in excess of $500.00, or that any combination of items taken at any one time and place had an aggregate value in excess of $500.00.
“For an accused to be convicted of larceny of property having a value of over [$500.00], the record must show either that one item of the property stolen has such a value or that several items taken at substantially the same time and place have such an aggregate value.”  United States v. Christensen, 45 M.J. 617, 619 (Army Ct. Crim. App. 1997) (quoting United States v. Rupert, 25 M.J. 531, 532 (A.C.M.R. 1987)); see United States v. Harding, 61 M.J. 526 (Army Ct. Crim. App. 2005).  The record in this case contains no evidence in support of either circumstance.  Therefore, we will modify the findings accordingly and reassess the sentence.
We affirm only so much of the findings of guilty of the Specification of Charge I and Charge I as find that appellant, did at or near Fort Riley, Kansas, on divers occasions, between on or about 1 June 2003 and 30 June 2003, steal various parts for use on his personally owned vehicle, to include, sixteen disk brakes, three exhaust gas sensors, four shock absorbers, three bushings, four disk brake calipers, two body hubs, one radiator, one “V” belt, two ball joints, two steering drag links, one ignition lead set, and two cylinders, military property of the United States Army, of a value of less than $500.00, with a total value of about $2539.79, in violation of Article 121, UCMJ.

We affirm only so much of the findings of guilty of the Specification of Charge II and Charge II as find that appellant, did at or near Fort Riley, Kansas, on divers occasions, between on or about 9 June 2003 and 30 June 2003, attempt to steal various parts for use on his personally owned vehicle by ordering parts through the Army Supply System, to include, six filters, five mirror assemblies, one engine temperature switch, five shock absorbers, two crank shaft sensors, two clutch assemblies, four door vehicle hinges, twelve spark plugs, eight steering kit parts, two thermostats, two body hubs, sixteen rubber bushings, two disk brake rotors, one steering drag link, two disk brake part kits, one body carburetor, two leaf spring plates, three vehicle control arms, two bushings, and one ignition lead set, military property of the United States Army, of a value of less than $500.00, with a total value greater than $2000.00, in violation of Article 121, UCMJ.

Reassessing the sentence on the basis of the error noted, the entire record, and applying the principles in United States v. Sales, 22 M.J. 305 (C.M.A. 1986), the sentence is affirmed.

Judge MAHER and Judge HOLDEN concur.
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