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Before JONES, STEWART, and DENNIS, Circuit Judges.

PER CURIAM:*

Douglas Ray Dunkins, federal prisoner # 22619-077, appeals the district court’s order denying

his motion to file an out-of-time appeal.  Dunkins argues that, in connection with the its decision to

deny Dunkins’ request for relief pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3582(c)(2), the district court effectively

resentenced him by determining that he qualified for a two-level gun possession enhancement
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pursuant to U.S.S.G. § 2D1.1(b).  Dunkins asserts that this alleged resentencing occurred in his

absence, in violation of FED. R. CRIM. P. 43.

Alleged Rule 43 violations involve questions of law that are reviewed de novo.  See United

States v. Lampton, 158 F.3d 251, 257 (5th Cir. 1998).  Our review of the record reveals that,

contrary to his assertion, Dunkins was not resentenced and his rights under Rule 43 were therefore

never invoked.  Accordingly, the district court’s judgment is AFFIRMED.

Dunkins has also filed a Motion for Further Relief in which identifies a typographical error

in his presentence report (PSR).  Dunkins seeks the preparation of a new PSR that not only corrects

this error, but also reflects his new base offense level and the fact that his 18 U.S.C. 924(c) conviction

has been vacated.  Because Dunkins fails to show how the typographical error impacts his sentence,

and since he does not demonstrate the necessity for a new PSR, his motion is DENIED. 


