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MEMORANDUM OPINION ON FURTHER REVIEW

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


A military judge sitting as a general court-martial convicted the appellant, contrary to his pleas, of violation of a lawful general regulation, indecent assault, indecent language (two specifications), and adultery, in violation of Articles 92 and 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 892 and 934 [hereinafter UCMJ].  The convening authority approved the adjudged sentence to a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for nine months, and reduction to Private E1.


The appellant submitted his case to this court on its merits.  Because the allied papers showed confusion about whether the convening authority intended to defer forfeitures or waive them, and the action was silent, we returned the case to the convening authority for a new, unambiguous action.  United States v. Garth, ARMY 9701694 (Army Ct. Crim. App. 30 Oct. 1998)(order)(unpub.).  That new action has been completed, clearly showing that the convening authority waived forfeitures pursuant to Article 58b, UCMJ.  The record is again before us for further review under Article 66, UCMJ.


Appellate counsel have elected not to file supplemental pleadings.  We have considered the matters submitted by the appellant pursuant to United States v. Grostefon, 12 M.J. 431 (C.M.A. 1982), and find them to be without merit.


On consideration of the entire record, 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.







FOR THE COURT:







JOSEPH A. NEURAUTER
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