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MEMORANDUM OPINION

-----------------------------------------
Per Curiam:


A military judge, sitting as a general court-martial, convicted appellant, pursuant to his pleas, of use of cocaine (two specifications), distribution of cocaine (two specifications), and distribution of lysergic acid diethylamide, in violation of Article 112a, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. § 912a [hereinafter UCMJ].  The convening authority approved the adjudged sentence of a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for six months, and forfeiture of all pay and allowances.


The case is before the court for review pursuant to Article 66, UCMJ.  We have considered the record of trial, the error raised by appellate defense counsel in a footnote, the matter personally raised by appellant pursuant to United States v. Grostefon, 12 M.J. 431 (C.M.A. 1982), and the government’s response.  Although we find no merit in the Grostefon matter, the error raised by appellate defense counsel has merit and we will grant appropriate relief.  Appellate defense counsel noted that the military judge failed to enter findings consistent with the facts of the case that Specification 3 of the Charge occurred “at or near New Orleans, Louisiana” not “at or near New Orleans, Louisiana, at or near (sic) Fort Polk, Louisiana.”  We agree.


Specification 3 of the Charge is amended by deleting the words, “at or around Fort Polk, Louisiana.”  The finding of guilty of Specification 3 of the Charge, as amended, is affirmed.  The remaining findings of guilty are affirmed.  Reassessing the sentence on the basis of the error noted, the entire record, and applying the principles of United States v. Sales, 22 M.J. 305 (C.M.A. 1986), the court affirms the sentence.
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