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MEMORANDUM OPINION
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ZOLPER, Judge:

A military judge sitting as a special court-martial convicted appellant, pursuant to his pleas, of absence without leave (three specifications), failure to go to his appointed place of duty (six specifications), disobeying a noncommissioned officer, and wrongfully using cocaine and marijuana (one specification each), in violation of Articles 86, 91, and 112a, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 886, 891 and 912a [hereinafter UCMJ].  The military judge sentenced appellant to a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for four months, and reduction to Private E1.  Pursuant to a pretrial agreement, the convening authority approved confinement for 100 days and approved the remainder of the sentence.  This case is before the court for review pursuant to Article 66, UCMJ.
Appellant asserts, inter alia, the staff judge advocate (SJA) post-trial recommendation (SJAR) failed to accurately advise the convening authority of the pleas and findings for the Specification of the Additional Charge (wrongful use of marijuana).  Appellate government counsel contend this absence of findings is an administrative error.  We agree with the government and find this and appellant’s other assignment of error without merit.
Appellant pleaded guilty to and was convicted of wrongfully using marijuana between on or about 8 August 2003 and 8 September 2003.  Pursuant to Rule for Courts-Martial [hereinafter R.C.M.] 1106(d)(3)(A), the SJAR informs the convening authority of the “findings and sentence adjudged.”  The SJAR properly describes in detail all enumerated charges and specifications, lists the UCMJ article numbers, and lists pleas and findings.  However, it does not list pleas and findings for appellant’s wrongful use of marijuana (the Specification of the Additional Charge).  Although pleas and findings for the Specification of the Additional Charge are missing from the face of the SJAR, they are contained in the attached, detailed Report of Result of Trial.  This report is specifically listed as an enclosure to the SJAR and the SJAR addendum.  The Report of Result of Trial essentially mirrors the SJAR; it also describes in detail all charges and specifications, lists the UCMJ article numbers, and correctly indicates pleas and findings for all charged offenses.  In his R.C.M. 1105 submission on appellant’s behalf, appellant’s trial defense counsel acknowledged appellant’s pleas and findings of guilty to all charges and specifications, and did not object to the SJAR’s omission of pleas and findings for the Specification of the Additional Charge.

Rule for Courts-Martial 1106(d)(3)(A) requires the SJAR to include “concise information” regarding the “findings and sentence adjudged by the court-martial.”  Although usually included in the SJAR, pleas are not specifically required.  “There is no requirement that any particular form be used” to inform the convening authority of the findings and adjudged sentence.  United States v. McKinley, 48 M.J. 280, 282 (C.A.A.F. 1998) (citing R.C.M. 1106(d)(3)(A)).  Unless otherwise indicated in the action, a convening authority approves the findings as presented in the SJAR.  See United States v. Diaz, 40 M.J. 335, 337 (C.M.A. 1994); United States v. Lindsey, 56 M.J. 850, 851 (Army Ct. Crim. App. 2002).  We may affirm only those findings of guilty “correctly and unambiguously” presented in the SJAR.  United States v. Henderson, 56 M.J. 911, 913 (Army Ct. Crim. App. 2002) (citing Diaz, 40 M.J. at 345); United States v. Christensen, 45 M.J. 617, 618 (Army Ct. Crim. App. 1997); R.C.M. 1107(g).
Appellate counsel do not dispute the accuracy of the Report of Result of Trial.  Absent evidence to the contrary, the fact that this detailed and accurate report was a listed enclosure on the SJAR and its addendum “constitutes at least some evidence that [the report was] attached . . . when it was presented to the . . . convening authority.”  McKinley, 48 M.J. at 282.  As such, we find the information given in the Report of Result of Trial, to include the pleas and findings for the Specification of the Additional Charge, was incorporated by reference in the SJAR and its addendum.  See, e.g., United States v. Catrett, 55 M.J. 400, 407-08 (C.A.A.F. 2001) (upholding SJA’s incorporation by reference, in his SJAR addendum, defense counsel’s assertions of legal error).  Appellant’s assertion of error simply elevates the form of the information presented to the convening authority over its substance.  Therefore, “given the presumption of Government regularity in the handling of documents,” McKinley, 48 M.J. at 283, we are satisfied the convening authority was informed of and approved the findings of guilty for the Specification of the Additional Charge.
The findings of guilty and the sentence are affirmed.
Senior Judge SCHENCK and Judge WALBURN concur.
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