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In response to the most recent retroactive change to the drug-quantity tables in the
Sentencing Guidelines (see Amendment 782), Jamonte Allison asked the district court to
reduce his sentence. The court declined, observing that Allison’s sentence already is at

* This successive appeal has been submitted to the original panel under Operating Procedure 6(b). After
examining the briefs and the record, we have concluded that oral argument is unnecessary. See Fed. R.
App. P. 34(a); Cir. R. 34(f).
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the statutory minimum of 240 months, so that 18 U.S.C. §3582(c)(2) does not authorize a
sentence reduction.

Allison maintains that the drug-quantity calculations and record of convictions that
led to the 240-month sentence —calculations based on Allison’s concessions as part of a
plea agreement—are erroneous and should be revised. At the time of sentencing, for
someone with Allison’s record of convictions, distributing even 50 grams of crack co-
caine set the minimum at 240 months, and he conceded distributing at least 500 grams.
Nonetheless, he now asks the district judge to ignore the terms of the plea agreement
and find that he distributed a lesser quantity, relieving him of the 240-month statutory
minimum.

He made an identical argument when seeking a reduction under an earlier retroac-
tive change. (Indeed, this is the fourth time he has made the functionally identical ar-
gument.) We held in 2013 that §3582(c)(2) does not allow a district judge to revisit the
factual findings made in the original sentencing. See United States v. Allison, No. 12-1709
(7th Cir. Feb. 26, 2013) (nonprecedential disposition). Instead the judge takes them as
given and applies the new Guidelines to them. See, e.g., Dillon v. United States, 560 U.S.
817 (2010); United States v. Foster, 706 F.3d 887 (7th Cir. 2013). What we held in 2013 re-
mains the law, so the district court’s decision must be

AFFIRMED.



