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PER CURIAM: 

Eddie Samuel Rodriguez-Pinto appeals the district court’s order denying his motion 

for a sentence reduction under 18 U.S.C. § 3582(c)(2) based on Amendment 821 to the 

Sentencing Guidelines.  We review the denial of a § 3582(c)(2) motion for abuse of 

discretion.  United States v. Martin, 916 F.3d 389, 395 (4th Cir. 2019).  In considering 

whether to reduce a sentence under § 3582(c)(2), the district court must first determine 

whether the prisoner is eligible for a reduction and, if so, the extent of the reduction 

authorized.  Id.  The court must then “consider any applicable [18 U.S.C.] § 3553(a) factors 

and determine whether, in its discretion, the reduction authorized by reference to the 

policies relevant at step one is warranted in whole or in part under the particular 

circumstances of the case.”  Id. (internal quotation marks omitted).   

Here, the district court found that Rodriguez-Pinto was eligible for a sentence 

reduction and properly recalculated his revised advisory Guidelines range.  But the court 

declined to exercise its discretion to reduce Rodriguez-Pinto’s sentence based on its 

assessment of the § 3553(a) factors.  Contrary to Rodriguez-Pinto’s assertion on appeal 

that the court did not adequately explain its reasoning, we discern no abuse of discretion in 

the district court’s decision.  See United States v. Mangarella, 57 F.4th 197, 203 (4th Cir. 

2023) (explaining that “[t]he touchstone” in reviewing an order denying a § 3582(c)(2) 

motion “is simply whether the district court set forth enough to satisfy our court that it has 

considered the parties’ arguments and has a reasoned basis for exercising its own legal 

decisionmaking authority, so as to allow for meaningful appellate review” (cleaned up)). 
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Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s order.  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 

USCA4 Appeal: 24-6503      Doc: 40            Filed: 03/20/2025      Pg: 3 of 3


		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-03-21T16:19:26-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




