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PER CURIAM:
Donald Rayfield Handy appeals the district court’s
orders: (1) granting his motion for reduction of sentence, 18

U.S.C. § 3582(c) (2) (2006), and reducing his sentence to 168

months in prison; and (2) denying his motion for
reconsideration. We have reviewed the record and £find no
reversible error. Accordingly, we affirm for the reasons stated
by the district court. United States v. Handy, No. 1:05-cr-

00279-RDB-1 (D. Md. filed March 31, 2008, entered Apr. 1, 2008;
filed Sept. 24, 2008, entered Sept. 25, 2008)."

Although we affirm on the merits, we also remand for
the limited purpose of correcting clerical errors in both the
order reducing Handy’s sentence and the order denying his motion
for reconsideration. See Fed. R. Crim. P. 36. The order
reducing Handy’s sentence should be corrected to reflect his
previous total offense level of 35, his amended total offense
level of 33, and his criminal history category of TIII. The
order denying the motion for reconsideration should be corrected

to reflect that Handy was resentenced to 168 months in prison.

We note that there is generally no right to counsel in a
§ 3582 (c) (2) proceeding, United States v. Legree, 205 F.3d 724,
729-30 (4th Cir. 2000), and that the district court had no
authority to resentence Handy below the amended advisory
guideline range, see United States v. Dunphy, 551 F.3d 247, 257
(4th Cir. 2009).




We therefore affirm and remand. The motion for
appointment of counsel is denied. We dispense with oral
argument because the facts and legal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argument would
not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED AND REMANDED




