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PER CURI AM

Robert Dean Canpbel | appeals the sentence the district court?! i nposed
pursuant to 18 U. S.C. 8§ 3582(c)(2) following remand fromthis court. W
affirm

Canmpbel | pleaded guilty to conspiring to nanufacture and possess
marijuana with intent to distribute. For sentencing purposes, Canpbell
stipulated his crimnal activity involved 510 nmarijuana plants. The
district court, applying a ratio of one kilogramper plant as it was then
required to do, see U S S .G § 2D1.1(c)(6) (Nov. 1994), found Canpbell was
accountabl e for 510 kil ograns of marijuana; cal cul ated a Cuidelines range
of 57 to 71 nonths; found Canpbell qualified for a sentence |ess than the
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appl i cabl e nandatory mi ni nrum 60-nonth sentence, see U.S.S.G § 5Cl1.2; and
sentenced Canpbell to 57 nonths inprisonnent.

Canpbel | appeal ed and we renmanded to pernmit the district court to
determine if Canpbell was entitled to a reduction in his sentence under
section 3582(c)(2) based on a retroactive CGuidelines anendnent to section
2D1. 1(c) (Anmendnent 516), which was enacted after the district court
sent enced Canpbel |l and which replaced the one-kilogramper-plant ratio with
a ratio of 100 grans per plant. United States v. Canpbell, No. 95-2464,
slip op. at 1-3 (8th Cr. Mar. 11, 1996) (unpublished per curiam. On
remand, Canpbell noted that when he was arrested, he had harvested all but

29 of the 510 narijuana plants. Canpbell argued that the court shoul d use
the 100-grans-per-plant ratio for the 29 unharvested plants and the actual
wei ght of the harvested plants, which he asserted was 84.1 grans, and thus
hold him accountable for roughly 2.98 kilograns of narijuana. The
governnment responded that the district court |acked jurisdiction under
section 3582(c)(2) to nake new findings as to the wei ght of the marijuana.

The district court, after determ ning that Anendnent 516 shoul d apply
retroactively, concluded that section 3582(c)(2) did not authorize it to
recalculate the weight of the marijuana using the nethod Canpbel
advocated. In any event, the court said that if it did have the authority,
it would reach the sane result. Thus, the court found Canpbell was
accountable for 51 kilograms of nmarijuana, which produced a Cuidelines
range of 24 to 30 nonths, and sentenced himto 24 nonths inprisonnent.
Canmpbel | appeal s.

W need not decide whether this court's remand or section 3582(c)(2)
permtted the district court to recalculate the weight of the narijuana,
because Canpbell was not entitled to have his Guidelines range determ ned
by conbining the actual weight of the harvested nmarijuana with the 2.9
kil ograns assigned to the unharvested plants. See United States v. W] son,
49 F.3d 406, 410




(8th Gr.) (rejecting argunent that "plant count to weight conversion of
8 2D1.1(c)" applied only to live plants, and hol ding that where evi dence
shows defendant was involved in planting, cultivating, and harvesting
nmari juana, application of "conversion" is appropriate), cert. denied, 116
S. C. 384 (1995). Thus, we conclude the district court correctly
cal cul ated the weight of the nmarijuana and did not abuse its discretion in
reduci ng Canpbell's sentence from 57 nonths to 24 nonths. See United
States v. Pardue, 36 F.3d 429, 430 (5th Cr. 1994) (per curiam (standard
of review), cert. denied, 115 S. C. 1969 (1995).

Accordingly, the judgnent of the district court is affirnmed.
A true copy.
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