United States Court of Appeals

Fifth Circuit
FILED
IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS _
FOR THE FI FTH CIRCUI T April 17,2007

Charles R. Fulbruge llI
Clerk

No. 05-41185
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
vVer sus
REG NALD WAYNE BASSETT,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 4:97-CR-72-ALL

Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM BENAVI DES, and PRADO, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Regi nal d Wayne Bassett, federal prisoner # 06752-078,
appeal s the denial of his notion to reduce the sentence inposed
for his conviction of being a felon in possession of a firearm
See 18 U.S.C. 88 922(g)(1), 924(e). The notion argued that
Amendnents 591 and 599 to the United States Sentencing Cuidelines
apply retroactively to and authorize a reduction in his sentence
and that his sentence should be reduced because he did not plead

guilty to the sentenci ng enhancenent set forth in 8 924(e).

" Pursuant to 5THOR 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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Abandoni ng the argunents originally presented in his notion,
Bassett seeks on appeal to raise two clains that were not
presented before the district court: (1) that prior to sentencing
Bassett, the district court failed to address Bassett’s objection
to the presentence report and (2) that Bassett’s trial counsel
was ineffective because he did not voice the objection at the
sentenci ng hearing, did not object to the district court’s
failure to address the objection, and did not assert a direct
appeal concerning the issue.

Wil e Bassett’s notion for reduction of sentence is
characterized as a notion pursuant to FED. R CRmM P. 35 and
contains argunents based on 18 U.S.C. 8§ 3582(c)(2), neither of
those provisions is a proper vehicle for raising the clains
Bassett seeks to assert for the first tinme on appeal. See
8§ 3582(c)(2); Rule 35. In addition, “[t]his court will not
consider an issue that a party fails to raise in the district
court absent extraordinary circunstances,” which do not exist

here. Leverette v. lLouisville Ladder Co., 183 F.3d 339, 342 (5th

Cir. 1999). Because Bassett has abandoned his original argunents
and his new argunents are not properly before this court on

appeal, the judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED



