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PER CURIAM:*

William Young, federal prisoner number 56038-080, appeals

the denial of his motion for modification of sentence pursuant to

18 U.S.C. § 3582(c)(2).  He argues that Buford v. United States,

532 U.S. 59 (2001), clarified an amendment to U.S.S.G. § 4A1.2,

comment. (n.3).  He argues that under the clarification he would

not have been eligible for the sentencing enhancement he received

under the Armed Career Criminal Act, 18 U.S.C. § 924(e)(1), and

its corresponding guideline provision at U.S.S.G. § 4B1.4(b)(3). 
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The amendment that Young argues was clarified by Buford is

Amendment 382, effective November 1, 1991, which changed the

language in U.S.S.G. § 4A1.2, comment. (n.3).  Amendment 382 is

not listed in U.S.S.G. § 1B1.10(c), and therefore may not be

applied retroactively on Young’s motion.  See United States v.

Drath, 89 F.3d 216, 218 (5th Cir. 1996).  The denial of Young’s

18 U.S.C. § 3582(c)(2) motion was not an abuse of the district

court’s discretion.  Its order is AFFIRMED.


