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MEMORANDUM OPINION ON FURTHER REVIEW

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


A military judge sitting as a general court-martial found the appellant guilty, pursuant to his pleas, of conspiracy to possess marijuana with intent to distribute, possession of marijuana (two specifications), use of marijuana (two specifications), and distribution of marijuana (three specifications), in violation of Articles 81 and 112a, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 881 and 912a [hereinafter UCMJ].  The convening authority approved the adjudged sentence to a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for eighteen months, and reduction to Private E1.  

On 3 October 1997, we concurred in the appellant’s allegation, made pursuant to United States v. Grostefon, 12 M.J. 431 (C.M.A. 1982), that the staff judge advocate’s recommendation omitted a charge and specification of possession of marijuana.  We set aside the 18 July 1997 action of the convening authority and returned the record of trial to The Judge Advocate General for a new recommendation and action by the same or a different convening authority.  United States v. Holland, ARMY 9700831 (Army Ct. Crim. App. 3 Oct. 1997)(unpub.).

That new review and action having been completed, the record is again before us for further review in accordance with Article 66, UCMJ.  On consideration of the entire record, to include the remaining assertion of error raised personally by the appellant pursuant to Grostefon, we hold that the findings of guilty and the sentence as approved by the convening authority are correct in law and fact.  Accordingly, the findings of guilty and the sentence are affirmed.
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