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PER CURIAM:

William David Locklair, Jr., appeals from the district
court’s order granting him a sentence reduction from 192 to 180
months” iImprisonment wunder 18 U.S.C. 8 3582(c)(2) (2012).
Locklair argues on appeal that the district court erred by
failing to reduce his sentence to 155 months” imprisonment, a
sentence near the bottom of the amended Sentencing Guidelines
range resulting from application of Amendment 782.~

The district court, however, was not required to impose

such a sentence. See United States v. Stewart, 595 F.3d 197,

200 (4th Cir. 2010) (*“[T]he decision about whether to reduce a
sentence [under 8§ 3582(c)(2)] 1s discretionary on the part of
the district court. The court 1is not required to reduce a
defendant’s sentence, even where the current sentence 1is above
the amended guidelines range.”). Locklair fails to establish an

abuse of discretion by the district court, see United States v.

Smalls, 720 F.3d 193, 195 (4th Cir. 2013) (stating standard of
review), and we therefore affirm the district court’s order.

United States v. Locklair, No. 4:11-cr-02079-TLW-1 (D.S.C.

Feb. 9, 2016).

*

Application of Amendment 782 to Locklair reduced his
Guidelines range from 188 to 235 months” imprisonment to 151 to
188 months” imprisonment.



We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

this court and argument would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED



