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PER CURIAM

Seth Foster pled guilty to assault with intent to commit sexual abuse, no
injury resulting, in violation of lowa Code section 709.11 (2005), an aggravated
misdemeanor. The incident giving rise to the charge involved Foster, then twenty
years of age, engaging in sexual activity with a fifteen-year-old female.

The district court denied Foster's request for a deferred judgment. It
entered a judgment of conviction, imposed an indeterminate term of incarceration
of no more than two years, and suspended the sentence and placed Foster
under supervision on probation for a period of two years.

A sentence is reviewed for errors at law. lowa R. App. P. 6.4; State v.
Grandberry, 619 N.w.2d 399, 401 (lowa 2000). We review for an abuse of
discretion or defects in the sentencing procedure. State v. Cason, 532 N.w.2d
755, 756 (lowa 1995).

Foster claims the district court abused its discretion in failing to grant a
deferred judgment. We have carefully reviewed the record. The court carefully
and thoroughly considered the substantial amount of evidence presented at
sentencing. It considered all relevant factors, including but not limited to the
nature of the offense and the characteristics of the defendant. The court
expressed cogent reasons for denying a deferred judgment and for imposing the
sentence that it imposed. We find no abuse of discretion, and therefore affirm
the judgment and sentence imposed by the district court. See lowa Ct. Rs.
21.29(1)(a), (d), (e); 21.29(2).

AFFIRMED.



