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MEMORANDUM*

Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Southern District of California

Roger T. Benitez, District Judge, Presiding

Submitted December 14, 2016**  

Before: WALLACE, LEAVY, and FISHER, Circuit Judges.

Christopher Wright appeals from the district court’s order denying his

motion for a sentence reduction under 18 U.S.C. § 3582(c)(2).  We have

jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291.  We review for abuse of discretion, see United

States v. Dunn, 728 F.3d 1151, 1155 (9th Cir. 2013), and we affirm.
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Wright contends that the district court abused its discretion by failing to

calculate the amended Guidelines range, by failing to fully consider the 18 U.S.C.

§ 3553(a) factors, and by declining to reduce his sentence under Amendment 782

to the Sentencing Guidelines.  The record reflects that the court determined that it

had discretion to reduce Wright’s sentence because he was sentenced based on a

Guidelines range that was subsequently lowered.  The court then considered the

section 3553(a) factors, and based on those factors, declined to exercise its

discretion to lower Wright’s sentence.  While Wright contends the court failed to

consider his post-sentencing rehabilitation, Wright never presented evidence of

such rehabilitation to the district court.  Contrary to Wright’s contentions, the court

satisfied its procedural obligations.  See United States v. Lightfoot, 626 F.3d 1092,

1096 (9th Cir. 2010).  Moreover, in light of Wright’s criminal history, the district

court did not abuse its discretion in denying Wright’s motion.  See id. at 1095-96.

AFFIRMED. 
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