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PER CURIAM: 

 Kelvin Jerod Holman appeals the district court’s order denying his motion for a 

sentence reduction pursuant to section 404 of the First Step Act of 2018 (“First Step Act”), 

Pub. L. No. 115-391, § 404, 132 Stat. 5194, 5222, which permits a district court to impose 

a reduced sentence for defendants convicted of covered offenses as if certain provisions of 

the Fair Sentencing Act of 2010 (“FSA”), Pub. L. No. 111-220, §§ 2-3, 124 Stat. 2372, 

2372, were in effect at the time the covered offense was committed.  To qualify as a covered 

offense under the First Step Act, the conviction at issue had to have been modified by 

Section 2 or 3 of the FSA. 

 Holman pled guilty to conspiracy to distribute and to possess with intent to distribute 

5 kilograms or more of cocaine and 50 grams or more of cocaine base, in violation of 21 

U.S.C. §§ 841(a)(1), (b)(1)(A), 846 (2006).  Although Section 2 of the FSA increased the 

drug quantities necessary to trigger the mandatory minimum sentences in 21 U.S.C. 

§ 841(b)(1) for crack cocaine offenses, it “left the statutory minimum sentences for powder 

cocaine in place.”  United States v. Black, 737 F.3d 280, 282 (4th Cir. 2013).  Because the 

First Step Act did not alter Holman’s statutory sentencing range, we affirm the district 

court’s denial of relief.  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 


