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Cedric Deon Reed, federal prisoner # 95287-080, appeals, pro
se, the denial of his postconviction notion for reduction of his
sentence pursuant to 18 U.S.C. 8 3582(c)(2). Reed was convicted on
his guilty plea of conspiracy to carry a firearmin relation to a
drug-trafficking offense, in violation of fornmer 18 U.S. C. § 924(0)
and 18 U.S.C. 8§ 2. In calculating Reed s offense | evel under the

Sentenci ng Guidelines, the district court added four levels for his

Pursuant to 5THGOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



possession of a firearm in connection with the offense of
conviction, pursuant to U S.S.G 8§ 2K2.1(b)(5).

In his notion to reduce his sentence, Reed asserted that he
shoul d be resentenced without this four-level increase, in the
i ght of Guideline Amendnent 599. The district court denied relief
W t hout stating specific reasons. The district court’s ruling on
such a nmotion is reviewed for abuse of discretion. United States
v. Wiitebird, 55 F.3d 1007, 1009 (5th Cr. 1995).

“Section 3582(c)(2) permts a district court to reduce a term
of inprisonnent when it is based upon a sentencing range that has
subsequently been | owered by an anendnent to the CGuidelines, if
such a reduction is consistent with the policy statenents issued by
the Sentencing Commssion.” United States v. Gonzal ez-Bal der as,
105 F.3d 981, 982 (5th Gir. 1997). Section 1B1.10(c), p.s.,
provi des that Amendnent 599 is retroactive.

Amendnent 599 anends the Commentary to U.S.S.G 8§ 2K2.4. The
amendnent clarified “under what circunstances defendants sentenced
for wviolations of 18 US C 8 924(c) in conjunction wth
convictions for other offenses may receive weapon enhancenents
contained in the guidelines for those other offenses”. Anmendnent
599 (enphasis added). This does not apply to Reed, who was

sentenced for only one offense, which was not 8§ 924(c).



Al t hough he asserts in a conclusory fashion that the
application of Amendnment 599 to 8§ 2K2.4 and not to 8§ 2K2.1 is
unconstitutional, Reed does not identify any issue for appellate
review. Appellants, including those proceeding pro se, nust brief
the issues they present. See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-
25 (5th Gir. 1993).

Reed also contends that his sentence should not have been
enhanced for possession because he never possessed a firearm He
bases this on his assertion that he was convicted of conspiracy to
attenpt to possess. This |lacks nerit because Reed was convi ct ed of
conspiracy to use and carry a firearm during a drug-trafficking
crime; no attenpt was alleged. Furthernore, the presentence
investigation report shows that Reed and his coconspirator
possessed the firearmin their vehicle. The district court did not
abuse its discretion by denying relief to Reed.
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