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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

David L. Harris appeals his sentence following his convic-
tion for bank robbery in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 2113(a). We
review de novo the district court’s determination that Harris
qualified as a career offender under U.S.S.G. § 4B1.1. United
States v. Crawford, 520 F.3d 1072, 1077 (9th Cir. 2008). We
affirm.

[1] Harris’s Nevada convictions for robbery and attempted
robbery categorically qualify as crimes of violence under
U.S.S.G. §4B1.2. Like the California statute we analyzed in
United States v. Becerril-Lopez, 541 F.3d 881, 892 (9th Cir.
2008), any conduct under Nev. Rev. Stat. § 200.380 that did
not satisfy the generic definition of robbery, such as threats to
property, would satisfy the generic definition of extortion.
Harris’s attempts to distinguish Becerril-Lopez based on
Nevada’s interpretation of the “fear of injury” requirement are
inapposite: the California statute addressed in Becerril-Lopez
also permitted a conviction based on “fear of an unlawful
injury.” 541 F.3d at 890-91. The Nevada statute’s statement
that “[t]he degree of force used is immaterial if it is used to
compel acquiescence to the taking of or escaping with the
property” also does not distinguish it from the California stat-
ute analyzed in Becerril-Lopez. See, e.g., People v. Garcia, 45
Cal. App. 4th 1242, 1246 (Ct. App. 1996) (“[F]or purposes of
the crime of robbery, the degree of force is immaterial”),
overruled on other grounds by People v. Mosby, 92 P.3d 841,
847 n.2 (Cal. 2004). Thus, like the California robbery statute
analyzed in Becerril-Lopez, a conviction under Nev. Rev.
Stat. § 200.380 categorically qualifies as a crime of violence
for purposes of the career offender sentencing enhancement.

AFFIRMED.



