
     1Pursuant to 5TH CIR. R. 47.5, the court has determined that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limited circumstances set forth in 5TH CIR. R. 47.5.4.
     2We note that the third issue raised Harris’ brief has
previously been resolved.
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PER CURIAM:1

Cullen Reed Harris appeals the district court’s denial of his
consolidated 28 U.S.C. § 2255 and 18 U.S.C. § 3582(c)(2) motion.
Harris argues that 1) his counsel (both trial and appellate) were
ineffective for not fully exploring the issue of collusion between
state and federal authorities, and 2) the district court erred in
determining that the d,l-methamphetamine he possessed was a single
substance and that the entire weight was therefore attributable to
Harris for sentencing purposes.2 



We have reviewed the record and the briefs submitted by the
parties and find no error in the district court’s denial of Harris’
§ 2255 claim of ineffective assistance of counsel.  See Strickland
v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 689-94 (1984); Bridge v. Lynaugh, 838
F.2d 770, 773 (5th Cir. 1988).  Furthermore, because § 3582(c)(2)
contemplates sentence reductions based upon retroactive changes to
the Sentencing Guidelines, we find that Harris’§ 3582(c)(2)
argument is not cognizable.  See 18 U.S.C. § 3582(c)(2).
Additionally, evidence conclusively established that wastewater was
not included in the calculation of the weight of methamphetamine
used for sentencing purposes.

AFFIRMED. 


