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Unpublished opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit. See
Local Rule 36(c).

OPINION
PER CURIAM:

John Paul Dyke appeals his 108-month sentence imposed after a
guilty plea to wire fraud, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1343 (1994) and
money laundering, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1957 (1994). We find
the district court properly sentenced Dyke and affirm.

Dyke contends the district court erred in imposing a two-level
enhancement pursuant to United States Sentencing Guidelines Man-
ual 8 2F1.1(b)(7) (1998) based on its finding that his fraudulent con-
duct involved the reckless risk of serious bodily injury and in
imposing a four-level enhancement under 88 3A1.1(b)(1) and (b)(2)
for an offense involving a large number of unusually vulnerable vic-
tims. We review the district court’s factual determinations for clear
error. See United States v. Turner, 102 F.3d 1350, 1357-58 (4th Cir.
1996). Given the circumstances of Dyke’s offense, we find the district
court did not clearly err in applying the enhancements. See United
States v. Singh, 54 F.3d 1182, 1191 (4th Cir. 1995).

Dyke also challenges the district court’s seven-level upward depar-
ture for non-monetary loss and extreme conduct. We find the district
court did not error in departing upward seven levels. See United
States v. Bonetti, 277 F.3d 441, 449 (4th Cir. 2002); United States v.
Rybicki, 96 F.3d 754, 757 (4th Cir. 1996).

Accordingly, we affirm Dyke’s 108-month sentence. We dispense
with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are ade-
quately presented in the materials before the court and argument
would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



