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PER CURIAM: 

 Derrell Lamont Gilchrist appeals the district court’s order granting in part and 

denying in part his motions for a sentence reduction under 18 U.S.C. § 3582(c)(1)(A).  By 

way of his motions, Gilchrist sought to reduce his 112-year sentence to 25 years.  After 

finding that Gilchrist was eligible for a sentence reduction and thoroughly assessing the 18 

U.S.C. § 3553(a) factors, the district court reduced Gilchrist’s sentence to 37 years’ 

imprisonment. 

On appeal, Gilchrist argues that: (1) the district court failed to provide an 

individualized explanation and erred in calculating his Sentencing Guidelines range 

without considering the combination of the vacatur of a 1994 state conviction and 

Amendments 742 and 821; and (2) the court erred in applying the increased statutory 

penalty for brandishing a firearm, in light of Alleyne v. United States, 570 U.S. 99 (2013), 

and failing to fully consider the effect of Alleyne when considering the applicable 18 U.S.C. 

§ 3553(a) factors when reducing his sentence.  We discern no reversible error in the district 

court’s decision.*  See United States v. Brown, 78 F.4th 122, 127 (4th Cir. 2023) 

(explaining standard of review for denial of § 3582(c)(1)(A) motion).  The court conducted 

an individualized review and thoroughly explained its § 3553(a) analysis.  Accordingly, 

we affirm. 

 
* The same order denied Gilchrist’s pro se motion for a sentence reduction pursuant 

to Amendment 821 because his Guidelines range would not change.  On appeal, Gilchrist 
concedes that relief under 18 U.S.C. § 3582(c)(2) was unavailable. 
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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 


