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MEMORANDUM OPINION ON FURTHER REVIEW

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


A military judge sitting as a general court-martial convicted the appellant, pursuant to mixed pleas, of attempted use and distribution of amphetamines, conspiracy to distribute lysergic acid diethylamide (LSD) and “ecstasy,”
 violation of a lawful general regulation by wrongfully possessing drug abuse paraphernalia, possession and use of marijuana, use of “ecstasy,” distribution of “ecstasy,” and distribution of LSD (four specifications), in violation of Articles 80, 81, 92, and 112a, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 880, 881, 892, and 912a [hereinafter UCMJ].  

On 11 March 1997, the military judge sentenced the appellant to a dishonorable discharge, confinement for thirty-nine months, forfeiture of all pay and allowances, and reduction to Private E1.  On 23 August 1997, the convening authority approved the sentence as adjudged, but in his action on the case, he suspended the forfeiture of allowances, but not pay, until 10 September 1997 and attempted to waive forfeiture of allowances, only, for a period of six months.
  


In an opinion of this court dated 29 December 1999, we set aside the action of the convening authority pursuant to Rule for Courts-Martial [hereinafter R.C.M.] 1107(g), because there were ambiguities in the action regarding the suspension and waiver of forfeitures.  We returned the record of trial to The Judge Advocate General for a new recommendation by the staff judge advocate pursuant to R.C.M. 1106 and a new action by the same convening authority in accordance with Article 60(c)-(e), UCMJ.  


In a new action, dated 29 August 2000, the convening authority disapproved the adjudged forfeitures and waived “automatic forfeitures of pay and allowances from 23 August 1997 until 24 February 1998”
 to be paid to the appellant’s spouse.  We hold that the action is complete and not ambiguous.  


We have considered the record of trial, the appellant’s two assignments of error filed on 30 October 2000, the government’s reply thereto, and the matters raised by the appellant pursuant to United States v. Grostefon, 12 M.J. 431 (C.M.A. 1982).  The assigned errors and the Grostefon matters do not merit any relief.


The findings of guilty and the sentence are affirmed.







FOR THE COURT:







JOSEPH A. NEURAUTER







Clerk of Court

� Ecstasy is one of several street names for 3,4-methylenedioxy methamphetamine, the analog salt of 3,4-methylenedioxy amphetamine.  See Uniform Controlled Substances Act, 21 U.S.C. §§ 812-13 (1998) (Schedule I).





� The convening authority’s action read, in pertinent part:  “[T]he sentence is approved and . . . will be executed, but the execution of that part of the sentence extending to total forfeiture of allowances is suspended until 10 September 1997.  The waiver of total forfeiture of allowances until 10 September 1997, a period of 6 months, was approved on the date of this action.”





� To the extent the action purports to waive automatic forfeitures beyond the six-month limitation imposed by Article 58b(b), UCMJ, we presume finance will adhere to the authorized maximum.
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