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PER CURIAM:

Yolanda Renee Johnson pled guilty to one count of
extortion under color of official right, in violation of 18 U.S.C.
§ 1951 (2000). On appeal, Johnson claims the district court abused
its discretion by imposing a four-level upward adjustment to the
offense level and by failing to fully consider the sentencing
factors under 18 U.S.C.A. § 3553(a) (West 2000 & Supp. 2005).
Finding no error, we affirm.

We review a sentence for reasonableness which includes
consideration of whether the sentence is within the statutory range

and whether the sentence was guided by the guidelines and

§ 3553 (a). United States v. Green, 436 F.3d 449, 456 (4th Cir.
2006). The district court is given “some latitude” to impose a
sentence outside the guidelines. Id. Any such sentence is

reviewed for abuse of discretion. Id. at 457.

We find the district court properly considered the
sentencing guidelines and articulated appropriate factors as to why
an upward adjustment was warranted. Because the court articulated
its reasoning for imposing a higher sentence and supported its
reasoning using appropriate factors, we find the sentence

reasonable and not an abuse of discretion. See United States v.

Moreland, 437 F.3d 424, 432 (4th Cir. 2006).
Accordingly, we affirm the conviction and sentence. We

dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions



are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



