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OPINION

PER CURIAM: 

Ronnie W. Pegram appeals the sentence imposed after he pled
guilty to one count of solicitation to commit a crime of violence, spe-
cifically arson, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 373 (2000). Pegram argues
that the district court erred in determining his sentence, specifically
that the court erroneously applied the solicitation to commit murder
guideline. U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual § 2A1.5 (2002).
Pegram asserts that the evidence did not show that he intended that
death or serious injury occur, and the district court only speculated as
to his intent, which is specifically prohibited by the Guidelines. See
USSG § 2X1.1, comment. (n.2). Because we conclude that this argu-
ment is without merit, we affirm. 

We review the district court’s guideline selection de novo. United
States v. Lambert, 994 F.2d 1088, 1091 (4th Cir. 1993). Our review
of the district court’s application of the Guidelines and the evidence
before the district court regarding Pegram’s intent convinces us that
the district court correctly concluded that Pegram intended that death
or serious bodily injury result from the arson he solicited. The district
court properly applied § 2A1.5 to determine Pegram’s sentence, as in
this case, "the extent of appellant’s crime is not reflected by the sim-
ple application of the [arson] guideline." United States v. Depew, 932
F.2d 324, 329 (4th Cir. 1991). 

We therefore affirm Pegram’s conviction and sentence. We dis-
pense 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
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