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PER CURIAM: 
 

Namond Earl Williams appeals the district court’s orders 

granting Williams a sentence reduction pursuant to 18 U.S.C. 

§ 3582(c)(2) (2012) and denying his motion for reconsideration, 

in which he advocated for a further reduction.  On appeal, 

Williams argues that the district court may not impose a 

sentence above an amended Guidelines range in a § 3582(c)(2) 

proceeding; the procedure adopted by the court to adjudicate 

sentence reductions following Amendment 782 to the Guidelines 

violated his right to due process of the law; the district 

court’s failure to notify him of its intention to impose a 

sentence above the amended Guidelines range was error; and the 

court failed to properly consider his motion for 

reconsideration.   

We review an order granting or denying a § 3582(c)(2) 

motion for abuse of discretion.  See United States v. Goines, 

357 F.3d 469, 478 (4th Cir. 2004).  We have thoroughly reviewed 

the record and conclude that the court did not abuse its 

discretion or violate Williams’ right to due process in reducing 

his sentence pursuant to § 3582(c)(2).  In addition, as the 

district court was without authority to reconsider its ruling in 

a § 3582(c)(2) proceeding, the court correctly denied Williams’ 

motion for reconsideration.  See United States v. Goodwyn, 596 

F.3d 233, 235-36 (4th Cir. 2010).   



3 
 

Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s orders.  We 

dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal 

contentions are adequately presented in the materials before 

this court and argument would not aid the decisional process. 

 

AFFIRMED 

 

 


