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SCHENCK, Judge:


A military judge sitting as a special court-martial convicted appellant, consistent with his pleas, of absence without leave, failure to obey a lawful order (two specifications), wrongful use of marijuana (two specifications), and wrongful possession of marijuana, in violation of Articles 86, 92, and 112a, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 886, 892, and 912a [hereinafter UCMJ].  The convening authority approved the adjudged sentence to a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for three days, and forfeiture of $737.00 pay per month for three months.  The convening authority ordered three days of confinement credit for pretrial confinement served.  This case is before the court for review under Article 66, UCMJ.

Appellate government and defense counsel agree that Specification 1 (marijuana use on or about 14 July 2002) and 2 (marijuana possession on or about 14 July 2002) of Additional Charge II are multiplicious for findings.  Citing United States v. Heryford, 52 M.J. 265, 266-67 (C.A.A.F. 2000) and United States v. Savage, 50 M.J. 244, 245 (C.A.A.F. 1999), appellate defense counsel urge us to dismiss Specification 2 of Additional Charge II.  We will do so in our decretal paragraph, but base our decision on a finding of unreasonable multiplication of charges.

During the providence inquiry, appellant told the military judge that on 14 July 2002 some friends brought marijuana to his barracks room and appellant smoked it.  Appellant admitted that the only marijuana he possessed was the same marijuana he used.  The stipulation of fact does not indicate that on 14 July 2002 appellant possessed any other marijuana than the amount he smoked.  Just before sentencing the appellant, the military judge sua sponte announced that he considered Specifications 1 (marijuana use) and 2 (marijuana possession) of Additional Charge II multiplicious for sentencing. 
Under the facts of this case and applying the concepts and factors discussed in United States v. Quiroz, 55 M.J. 334, 338-39 (C.A.A.F. 2001), we find that the government’s division of one incident of momentary marijuana possession followed by immediate use into two separate specifications constitutes an unreasonable multiplication of charges.  See Rule for Courts-Martial 307(c)(4) discussion.  Both specifications were aimed at essentially the same criminal act.  Applying a reasonableness standard, we hold that what was substantially one transaction was unreasonably multiplied into two offenses, in violation of the well-established principle in military law against unreasonable multiplication of charges.  See id.; Quiroz, 55 M.J. at 337.  
The remaining assignments of error and the assertion made pursuant to United States v. Grostefon, 12 M.J. 431 (C.M.A. 1982) are without merit.  Specification 2 of Additional Charge II is dismissed.  The remaining findings of guilty are affirmed.  Reassessing the sentence on the basis of the error noted, 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 CHAPMAN and Senior Judge HARVEY concur.
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