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PER CURIAM: 
 
 The appellant was convicted, in accordance with his pleas, of using marijuana, 
cocaine, ecstasy, and psilocin (mushrooms), in violation of Article 112a, UCMJ, 10 
U.S.C. § 912a.  The convening authority approved the sentence adjudged by the military 
judge which consisted of a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for 7 months, forfeiture 
of all pay and allowances, and reduction to E-1. 
 

The appellant raises three issues, all related to his cocaine use.  The appellant 
smoked a marijuana cigar (a “blunt”) that, unbeknownst to him at the time, was laced 
with cocaine.  Because the appellant explained during the plea inquiry that he did not 
know the blunt contained cocaine, he now contends that his plea to that specification was 



improvident.1  He also contends his marijuana and cocaine use, alleged in separate 
specifications, are multiplicious for findings and constitute an unreasonable 
multiplication of charges for purposes of sentencing.   

 
The appellant’s brief was filed about three weeks before our superior court 

decided United States v. Dillon, 61 M.J. 221 (C.A.A.F. 2005).  In light of Dillon, we find 
the appellant’s plea to cocaine use was provident, and we find the separate marijuana and 
cocaine specifications were not multiplicious for findings purposes.  See Id. at 223-24.  In 
light of Dillon and United States v. Quiroz, 55 M.J. 334, 337 (C.A.A.F. 2001), we find no 
unreasonable multiplication of charges.  See Dillon, 61 M.J. at 224. 

 
The approved findings and sentence are correct in law and fact, and no error 

prejudicial to the substantial rights of the appellant occurred.  Article 66(c), UCMJ, 10 
U.S.C. § 866(c); United States v. Reed, 54 M.J. 37, 41 (C.A.A.F. 2000).  Accordingly, the 
approved findings and sentence are 
 

AFFIRMED. 
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LOUIS T. FUSS, TSgt, USAF 
Chief Court Administrator 

                                              
1 See United States v. Care, 40 C.M.R. 247 (C.M.A. 1969). 
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