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

No. 94-50674
Conf er ence Cal endar

UNI TED STATES of AMERI CA
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
ver sus
PATRICIA M LI C A,
Def endant - Appel | ant.
Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. A-89-CR-173-02
June 27, 1995
Before JONES, WENER, and EMLIO M GARZA, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Section 3582(c)(2) of Title 18 gives a district court the
discretion to nodify a sentence
in the case of a defendant who has been sentenced to a
termof inprisonnent based on a sentencing range that
has subsequently been | owered by the Sentencing
Comm ssion pursuant to 28 U. S.C. 994(0), upon notion of
t he defendant or the Director of the Bureau of Prisons,
or onits own notion,
This court reviews challenges to the district court's decision

under 8§ 3582(c)(2) for abuse of discretion. See United States v.

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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Shaw, 30 F.3d 26, 28 (5th Cr. 1994).

Section 3582(c)(2) specifically applies to sentences under
the sentencing guidelines. Mlicia' s sentence was not cal cul ated
under the guidelines. Mlicia was sentenced to a specified ten-
year term pursuant to her plea agreenent. Section 3582(c)(2)
does not apply to a defendant's request to reduce a sentence for
a specified termcontained in a plea agreenent. The district

court's order denying her notion to reduce sentence i s AFFI RVED



