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Before JOHNSON, DENNIS, and LEWIS, Appellate Military Judges.

This is an unpublished opinion and, as such, does not serve as
precedent under AFCCA Rule of Practice and Procedure 18.4.

PER CURIAM:

The approved findings and sentence are correct in law and fact, and no er-
ror materially prejudicial to Appellant’s substantial rights occurred. Articles
59(a) and 66(c), Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 859(a), 866(c).
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Accordingly, the approved findings and sentence are AFFIRMED.

FOR THE COURT

Carl g

CAROL K. JOYCE
Clerk of the Court

* We note two errors in the promulgating order. First, the Specification of Charge II
should list the mitragynine was possessed with an intent to use in a “manner” to alter
mood or function, vice in a “matter” to alter mood or function. Second, Specification 9
of Charge III should list alprazolam as a “Schedule” IV controlled substance vice a
“Scheduled” IV controlled substance. We direct the publication of a corrected court-
martial order to remedy the errors. Additionally, the personal data sheet (PDS) at-
tached to the staff judge advocate’s recommendation (SJAR) is dated 23 August 2017,
however, the PDS admitted at trial is dated 7 November 2017. While the PDS admitted
at trial reflects Appellant’s updated basic pay and [Air Force] Good Conduct Medal, we
find no colorable showing of possible prejudice due to the errors in the PDS attached
to the SJAR. See United States v. Scalo, 60 M.dJ. 435, 436-37 (C.A.A.F. 2005) (citation
omitted).



