IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 02-50350
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
ver sus
JOSE LECPOLDO CAMARI LLO- HERNANDEZ, al so known as
Ri ck Santiago, also known as Jose Santiago, al so
known as Jose Leopoldo Amarillo, also known as
Joe Hernandez, al so known as Napol eon Canmarill o,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
(00- CR- 4)
~ Mrch 19, 2003
Before DAVIS, WENER, and EMLIO M GARZA, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Jose Leopoldo Camarillo-Hernandez (“Camarillo”), federal
prisoner # 04064-180, pleaded guilty to unlawful reentry into the
United States after having been previously deported in violation of
8 US C 8 1326, and was sentenced to 84 nonths of inprisonnent,

three years of supervised rel ease, and a $100 speci al assessnent.

Camarillo has filed a notion for a certificate of appealability

" Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH CR R 47.5. 4.
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(COA) to appeal the district court’s denial of his 28 U S.C. § 2255
nmotion, which the district court construed in part as a 18 U S. C
8§ 3582(c)(2) notion. To obtain a COA, Camarillo nust nake a
substantial show ng of the denial of a constitutional right. See
28 U.S.C. § 2253(c)(2).

Camarill o does not raise his ineffectiveness claimin his COA
nmoti on and, therefore, he has abandoned this argunent on appeal.

See Hughes v. Johnson, 191 F.3d 607, 613 (5th Cr. 1999). Hi s

claimthat his sentence should be reduced under Anmendnent 632 to
US. SG 8 2L1.2 is not cognizable under 28 U. S.C. § 2255. See

United States v. WIllianson, 183 F.3d 458, 462 (5th Cr. 1999).

Because Canarill o has not made a substantial show ng of the deni al
of a constitutional right concerning either of his clains, his COA
nmotion is DEN ED

To the extent that Camarillo is appealing the denial of his 18
US C 8 3582(c)(2) notion, his appeal lacks nerit. The district
court did not abuse its discretionin denying Camarillo’s 18 U. S. C
8§ 3582(c)(2) notion, as Anmendnent 632 is not listed as
retroactively applicable in the policy statenent of U S S G

8§ 1B1.10(c). See United States v. Shaw, 30 F.3d 26, 28 (5th Gr

1994). Because Canmarill o’ s appeal of the denial of his 18 U S. C
8§ 3582(c)(2) notion is without arguable nerit, it is DI SM SSED

See United States v. Alvarez, 210 F.3d 309, 310 (5th Gr. 2000).

CCOA MOTI ON DENI ED; APPEAL OF DENI AL OF 18 U. S. C. § 3582 MOTI ON

DI SM SSED.



