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MEMORANDUM OPINION
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SMITH, Judge:


A military judge sitting as a general court-martial convicted appellant, pursuant to his pleas, of conspiracy to commit larceny, failure to go to appointed place of duty, larceny (three specifications), and unlawful entry (two specifications), in violation of Articles 81, 86, 121, and 134, Uniform Code of Military Justice,
10 U.S.C. §§ 881, 886, 921, and 934 [hereinafter UCMJ].  The military judge sentenced appellant to a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for twenty-four months, “total forfeitures” for twenty-four months, a $6357.00 fine, and reduction to Private E1.  The convening authority approved only so much of the adjudged sentence as provides for a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for eighteen months, “forfeiture of all pay and allowances” for twenty-four months, a $6357.00 fine, and reduction to Private E1.  This case is before the court for review pursuant to Article 66, UCMJ.  
Appellant asserts two errors; one merits discussion and relief.  Appellant contends the convening authority’s approval of that portion of the sentence providing for forfeiture of allowances is void because the adjudged sentence to “total forfeitures” does not expressly include a forfeiture of allowances.  Appellant’s contention raises the issue of whether the term “total forfeitures” necessarily includes a forfeiture of allowances as well as a forfeiture of pay.  Under the facts of this case, we find appellant’s adjudged sentence to “total forfeitures” includes only a forfeiture of pay, not allowances.  The convening authority therefore erred by approving a sentence including a “forfeiture of all pay and allowances.”  We will grant appropriate relief in our decretal paragraph.

In United States v. Koepnick, 40 C.M.R. 441, 443 (A.B.R. 1968), the Army Board of Review noted, “In the military community there is a clear distinction between ‘pay’ and ‘allowances.’  While in it’s broadest sense, the word ‘pay’ may be said to include allowances, this meaning is contrary to military usage and understanding.”  Our predecessor court held, in United States v. Haggard, 29 M.J. 905, 907 (A.C.M.R. 1989), that Specialist Haggard’s adjudged sentence to “forfeiture of all pay” constituted a “total forfeiture” under Rule for Courts-Martial [hereinafter R.C.M.] 1003(b)(2).  These observations are contained in the current versions of the R.C.M. and the Department of Defense Financial Management Regulation. 
Rule for Courts-Martial 1003(b)(2) states, “Allowances shall be subject to forfeiture only when the sentence includes forfeiture of all pay and allowances.”  The Department of Defense pay manual provides, “Allowances are forfeited only when a sentence by a general court-martial includes forfeiture of all pay and allowances.”  Dep’t of Def. Fin. Mgt. Reg., Vol. 7A:  Military Pay Policy and Procedures – Active Duty and Reserve Pay, ch. 48, para. 480103 (May 2005), http://www.dod.mil/comptroller/fmr/07a/07a_48.pdf.  In other words, while “[f]orfeitures apply to pay,” forfeitures will also apply to allowances if “forfeitures of pay and allowances are specifically adjudged.”  Id. at para. 480101B (emphasis added).
In appellant’s case, the adjudged sentence did not unambiguously include the forfeiture of allowances.  We are unsure whether the military judge intended “forfeiture of all pay” or “forfeiture of all pay and allowances.”  In any event, pursuant to the authority cited above, and in light of the ambiguity in the adjudged sentence, the convening authority erred to appellant’s substantial prejudice by approving a sentence greater than the one adjudged at trial.  We will resolve any ambiguity and the resulting prejudice in favor of appellant.  “[W]here there is room for reasonable doubt, such doubt must be resolved in favor of the accused.”  Koepnick, 40 C.M.R. at 443 (citing United States v. McIntosh, 12 U.S.C.M.A. 474, 31 C.M.R. 60 (1961)).
Although not raised by appellant, we note the approved sentence extends to forfeitures for twenty-four months, but confinement for only eighteen months.  “When an accused is not serving confinement, the accused should not be deprived of more than two-thirds pay for any month as a result of one or more sentences by court-martial and other stoppages or involuntary deductions, unless requested by the accused.”  R.C.M. 1107(d)(2) discussion; see United States v. Warner, 25 M.J. 64, 66-67 (C.M.A. 1987); United States v. Brewer, 51 M.J. 542, 547 (Army Ct. Crim. App. 1999); United States v. DeWald, 39 M.J. 901, 903 (A.C.M.R. 1994).  However, after appellant serves his confinement period, he is not entitled to pay and allowances while on excess leave.  See United States v. Bodkins, 59 M.J. 634, 637 & n.7 (Army Ct. Crim. App. 2003), aff’d in part and set aside in part, 60 M.J. 322 (C.A.A.F. 2004).  Excess leave orders were not included in the allied papers, and therefore, appellant’s release date is undeterminable.  See Army Reg. 27-10, Legal Services:  Military Justice, para. 5-29d (6 Sept. 2002) (requiring that the general court-martial convening authority provide the Army Clerk of Court with excess leave orders or a copy of Dep’t of Army, Form 31, Request and Authority for Leave (Sept. 1993) (DA Form 31)).  To resolve any possible prejudice arising from forfeiture of all pay in any month after appellant’s release from confinement, we will reduce the duration of appellant’s forfeiture of all pay per month accordingly.  To the extent that appellant may have already been subject to excessive forfeitures, appellant should seek administrative relief from the Department of Defense Finance and Accounting Service to correct any discrepancies.  See United States v. Jauregui, 60 M.J. 885, 886 n.4 (Army Ct. Crim. App. 2004), pet. denied, 60 M.J. 419 (C.A.A.F. 2004).

The remaining assignment of error and the matters personally raised by appellant pursuant to United States v. Grostefon, 12 M.J. 431 (C.M.A. 1982), are without merit.  The findings of guilty are affirmed.  Reassessing the sentence on the basis of the errors noted, the entire record, and the principles in United States v. Sales, 22 M.J. 305 (C.M.A. 1986), we affirm only so much of the sentence as provides for a bad-conduct discharge, confinement for eighteen months, forfeiture of $1150.00 pay per month for eighteen months, a $6357.00 fine, and reduction to Private E1.  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.
Senior Judge SCHENCK and Judge WALBURN concur.
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Clerk of Court
� Judge Smith took final action in this case prior to his release from active duty.
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