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‒Unreported Opinion‒ 
 

 

*This is an unreported  
 

Following a jury trial in the Circuit Court for Montgomery County, Jose Andres 

Obando-Segura, appellant, was convicted of possession with intent to distribute marijuana.  

He raises two issues on appeal: (1) whether there was sufficient evidence to sustain his 

conviction, and (2) whether the trial court erred in allowing the State’s expert witness to 

offer testimony that, he claims, lacked a “sufficient factual basis.”  For the reasons that 

follow, we affirm. 

Obando-Segura failed to make a motion for judgment of acquittal at either the close 

of the State’s evidence or at the close of all the evidence.  Consequently, his claim that 

there was insufficient evidence to sustain his conviction is not preserved for appeal. See 

Chisum v. State, 227 Md. App. 118, 124 (2016) (noting that absent a motion for judgment 

of acquittal, “no review of the legal sufficiency of the evidence is even         permitted”). 

Moreover, we decline Obando-Segura’s request that we review, for plain error, his 

unpreserved claim that the trial court erred in allowing the State’s expert witness to testify 

that one pound of marijuana could be used to roll between 1800 and 1850 joints.1 

JUDGMENT OF THE CIRCUIT 

COURT FOR MONTGOMERY 

COUNTY AFFIRMED.  COSTS TO 

BE PAID BY APPELLANT. 

 

                                              
 1 We note that Obando-Segura’s claim that the expert’s testimony lacked a sufficient 
factual basis is based entirely on a study that was not mentioned by either party at trial. 


