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PER CURI AM

Tanmy Brown appeals from the district court's order denying
her noti on for habeas corpus relief under 28 U. S.C. A § 2255 (West
1994 & Supp. 1997). Initially, we note that Brown all eges no vio-
| ati on of any constitutional right, as required by 28 U S C A
8§ 2253(c)(2) (West Supp. 1997), for issuance of a certificate of
appeal ability. In any event, however, we find that Brown is not
entitled to relief on the nerits.

Brown's claimthat the sentencing court erroneously added two
points to her crimnal history score is noot because, as a career
of fender, the guidelines dictated that her crimnal history cate-

gory be Category VI. See United States Sentencing GCuidelines

Manual , 8 4B1.1 (1995). Moreover, her contention that Anendnent 506
to 8 4B1. 1 requires reduction of her sentence is forecl osed by the
Suprenme Court's recent determ nation that Anendnent 506 is invalid.

See United States v. LaBonte, 117 S. . 1673, 1679 (1997). Final -

ly, the district court properly declinedto reduce Brown's sentence
based on Anendnent 459 to § 3El.1 because that anmendnment cannot be
appliedretroactively. See United States v. Rodri quez-Diaz, 19 F. 3d
1340, 1341 (11th Cir. 1994).

Accordingly, we deny a certificate of appealability and dis-
m ss this appeal. W di spense with oral argunent because the facts
and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the naterials

before the court and argunment woul d not ai d t he deci si onal process.
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