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PER CURI AM

Karlos S. Davis appeals froma district court order denying
relief on his 28 U S.C. § 2241 (1994) petition. In his petition,
Davis asserted that the Bureau of Prisons (BOP) erred in finding
him ineligible for a sentence reduction under 18 U S. C A 8§
3621(e)(2) (West Supp. 1998). The BOP found Davis did not qualify
for the reduction because his offense was considered “violent”
under its interpretation of 8 3621(e)(2). The district court ini-
tially granted Davis’ petition and ordered the BOP to reconsider
his eligibility for sentence reduction. It then granted the Gov-
ernnent’s notion to alter or anmend its judgnment under Fed. R G v.

P. 59(e) based upon our intervening decision in Pelissero v.

Thonpson, 155 F.3d 470 (4th CGr. 1998), wthdrawn and reh’'g

granted, 1998 W. 971397 (4th Gr. Nov. 27, 1998) (No. 97-6156), on

rehearing, F.3d __, 1999 W 133112 (4th Cr. WNar 12, 1999)

(Nos. 97-6156, 97-6221). See Collison v. International Chem

Wrkers Union, Local 217, 34 F.3d 233, 236 (4th Gr. 1994). CQur

review of the record discloses that the district court commtted no
reversible error.

Accordingly, we affirmthe district court’s denial of Davis’
petition. W dispense with oral argunment because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before
the court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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