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PER CURIAM: 

  Gerard Ronald Louis pled guilty to possession with 

intent to distribute a quantity of marijuana and five grams or 

more of cocaine base and possession with intent to distribute a 

quantity of cocaine, in violation of 21 U.S.C. § 841(a)(1) 

(2006).  Because the attributable drug quantity included five 

grams or more of cocaine base, and Louis had a prior felony drug 

conviction, the district court sentenced him to the statutory 

mandatory minimum of 120 months’ imprisonment.  Finding no 

error, we affirm. 

  On appeal, Louis contends that the Fair Sentencing Act 

of 2010 (FSA), Pub. L. No. 111-220, 124 Stat. 2372 (reducing the 

sentencing disparity between cocaine and cocaine base), should 

be applied to him.  Although Louis has standing to challenge the 

sentencing statute, his argument is foreclosed by this court’s 

recent decision in United States v. Bullard, __ F.3d __, 2011 WL 

1718894, at *9-*11 (4th Cir. May 6, 2011) (holding that FSA does 

not apply retroactively).  Since Louis was sentenced on July 13, 

2010, prior to the enactment of the FSA on August 3, 2010, the 

FSA does not apply to him, and he is not entitled to 

resentencing.   

  Accordingly, we affirm the judgment of the district 

court.  We dispense with oral argument because the facts and 

legal contentions are adequately presented in the materials 
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before the court and argument would not aid in the decisional 

process. 

 

AFFIRMED 


