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PER CURIAM:

Kevin Maurice Linder appeals the district court’s
order granting his motion for reduction of sentence under 18
U.S.C. 8§ 3582(c)(2) (2006). Although the district court granted
Linder’s motion, the court did not reduce his sentence to the
full extent he requested. We have reviewed the record and find
no reversible error. The district court vreduced Linder’s
offense level to 34, which resulted iIn a revised Guidelines
range of 262-327 months, after which the court 1iImposed a
sentence of 156 months, less than 60% of the low end of the
revised Guidelines range. Linder thus received the benefit of

Amendment 750 to the U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual, which

implemented the Fair Sentencing Act. The court was not at
liberty to depart below the statutory minimum sentence of ten
years, which still applied In Linder’s case because the Fair
Sentencing Act does not apply to defendants like Linder who were
sentenced before the Act’s 2010 effective date. Moreover,
Linder’s i1neffective assistance claim is meritless because there
iIs no right to counsel iIn a 8§ 3582(c)(2) proceeding. United

States v. Legree, 205 F.3d 724, 730 (4th Cir. 2000).

Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s judgment.
We dispense with oral argument because the facts and

legal contentions are adequately presented 1i1n the materials



before this court and argument would not aid the decisional
process.

AFFIRMED



