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PER CURI AM

David W1l bert Shanton, Sr., appeals the district court’s order
denying his notion for reduction of sentence under 18 U S C A
8§ 3582(c)(2) (West 2000). We have reviewed the record, the dis-
trict court’s opinion, and Shanton’s infornmal appellate brief.
Because he failed to challenge on appeal the district court’s
ruling rejecting his claim based upon Amendnent 591 to the Sen-
tenci ng Cuidelines, Shanton has not preserved any issue for our
review 4th Cr. R 34(b). Accordingly, we affirmthis portion of

t he appeal on the reasoning of the district court. United States

v. Shanton, No. CR-89-250-3 (N.D.W Va. Apr. 23, 2001).

In his informal brief, Shanton seeks a reduction in his
sentence under 8 3582 based upon Anendnent 599 to the Sentencing
Quidelines. Hs claimis tantanount to a second 8 3582 notion
Because “[t]he power to reconsider a sentence lies with the
district court, see 18 U S. C. 8§ 3582(c)(2), and not the court of
appeals,” we dismss this portion of the appeal w thout prejudice
to Shanton’s right to file his claimin the district court in the

first instance. United States v. Jones, 55 F. 3d 289, 296 (7th Cir.

1995). We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

Court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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