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PER CURIAM:
After careful consideration of the record, submitted without assignment of
error, we have determined that the findings and sentence are correct in law
and fact and that no error materially prejudicial to Appellant’s substantial
rights occurred. Uniform Code of Military Justice arts. 59, 66, 10 U.S.C.
§§ 859, 866.
However, Appellant’s request for deferment of the adjudged reduction and
automatic forfeitures was summarily denied by the convening authority
without stating the basis for doing so. “When a convening authority acts on
an accused’s request for deferment of all or part of an adjudged sentence, the
action must be in writing (with a copy provided to the accused) and must
include the reasons upon which the action is based.” 1 Accordingly, the failure
to state in writing the basis for the denial of a deferment request constitutes
error. 2 We review the denial of a request for deferment for an abuse of discretion. 3 However, when a convening authority does not state a reason for its
action, we are left unable to assess any abuse of discretion since “the basis for
the exercise of that discretion is unknown.” 4 Therefore, “we must independently review the facts of this case and determine whether deferment was
appropriate, and if it was, what remedy should follow.” 5
Our analysis of the factors enumerated in R.C.M. 1103(d)(2) convinces us
that it was appropriate to deny the deferral request. Appellant’s crimes
involve desertion for over seven months terminated by Appellant’s apprehension by law enforcement and an assault consummated by a battery in which
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Appellant placed his hands upon the neck of a female victim. These offenses
and the facts underlying them are serious, and he was sentenced to five
months’ confinement, reduction to E-1, and a bad-conduct discharge. Under
R.C.M. 1103(d)(2), Appellant has the burden of showing that the interests of
Appellant and the community in deferral outweigh the community’s interest
in imposition of the punishment on the effective date. In balancing the
asserted interests of Appellant—to help him financially so that he could pay
for his car—against the seriousness of the crimes and the sentence, we find
Appellant did not meet his burden. It was therefore appropriate for the
convening authority to deny the deferment request. Accordingly, we conclude
that Appellant did not suffer any prejudice from the convening authority not
articulating in writing the specific reasons for his denial.
The findings and sentence are AFFIRMED.
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