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MEMORANDUM OPINION

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


A military judge, sitting as a special court-martial, convicted appellant, pursuant to his pleas, of absence without leave and breaking restriction, in violation of Articles 86 and 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice, 10 U.S.C. §§ 886 and 934 [hereinafter UCMJ].  Contrary to his pleas, the appellant was convicted by the military judge of failure to go to his appointed place of duty (three specifications), in violation of Article 86, UCMJ.  The military judge sentenced appellant to a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for seven months, and forfeiture of two-thirds pay for seven months.  The convening authority approved the adjudged sentence.  


In his Article 66, UCMJ, appeal, appellant alleges, inter alia, that the military judge failed to express the forfeitures in a whole dollar amount and that the convening authority improperly approved the erroneous punishment for seven months.  We agree.
“[A] sentence to forfeiture shall state the exact amount in whole dollars to be forfeited each month and the number of months the forfeiture will last.”  Rule for Courts-Martial 1003(b)(2).  “[W]hen the sentence announced by a court-martial fails to specify that the forfeitures are in an amount ‘per month,’ then the forfeitures are for one month.”  United States v. Williams, 40 M.J. 809, 811 (A.C.M.R. 1994); United States v. Guerrero, 25 M.J. 829, 831 (A.C.M.R. 1988) (citations omitted), aff’d, 28 M.J. 223 (C.M.A. 1989) (modifying the findings, but affirming the decision to approve forfeitures for only one month where the words “per month” were not included in the announced sentence).    
In this case, the military judge informed appellant that he would be sentenced, inter alia, “to forfeit two thirds of your pay for 7 months.”  The announced sentence omitted both the amount of pay to be forfeited and the words “per month” after the forfeiture amount.
The staff judge advocate (SJA), in his post-trial recommendation (SJAR), properly converted the forfeiture into a whole dollar amount, but inserted the words “per month” into the sentence in the SJAR.  The acting SJA, in the addendum to the SJAR, recommended that the convening authority approve the sentence of forfeiture of $737.00 pay per month for seven months “as adjudged.”  In his action, the convening authority stated that “the sentence is approved.”  To the extent that this action approved a sentence of forfeiture of $737.00 pay per month for seven months, it was incorrect.  In the interest of judicial economy, we will correct this error in our decretal paragraph.   

The findings of guilty are affirmed.  The court affirms only so much of the sentence as provides for a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for seven months, and forfeiture of $737.00 for one month.  All rights, privileges, and property of which appellant has been deprived by virtue of that portion of his sentence set aside by this decision are ordered restored as mandated by Article 75(a), UCMJ.  
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