IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 00-10493
Conf er ence Cal endar

LORENZO MENDQZA- MEDI NA,
Peti ti oner- Appel | ant,
ver sus

ANTHONY MEDELLIN, BSCC Airpark Unit,
War den; UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Respondent s- Appel | ees.
Appeal fron1{hé On{téd-s{a{eé ﬁsﬂrict Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 1:00-CV-92-C
‘Decenber 13, 2000
Before DAVI S, STEWART, and PARKER, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Lorenzo Mendoza- Medi na (Mendoza), federal prisoner # 85707-
080, appeals the district court’s dismssal of his 28 U S. C
§ 2241 petition. Mendoza argues that he should be allowed to
chal | enge all eged sentencing errors in a 8 2241 petition because
a 28 US C 8§ 2255 notion would be barred by the Antiterrorism
and Effective Death Penalty Act’s (AEDPA) one-year limtations
period. He also argues that the district court’s refusal to

entertain a 8 2241 petition is a violation of the Suspension

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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Cl ause because it prevents a first-tine review on the nerits of
his claims. See U.S. Const. art. 1, § 9, cl. 2.

The district court properly dism ssed Mendoza' s 8§ 2241
petition. He was sentenced in the district court for the Western
District of Texas. He filed his § 2241 petition in the district
court for the Northern District of Texas. Mendoza attenpts to
circunvent the AEDPA s |limtations period for §8 2255 notions by
characterizing his pleading as a 8 2241 petition. Nevertheless,
8§ 2255 is the proper renedy for Mendoza's clains because he
all eges errors that occurred at sentencing, not errors in the
execution of the sentence. See o v. INS, 106 F.3d 680, 683
(5th Gr. 1997). Only the court that sentenced Mendoza (the
district court for the Western District of Texas) woul d have had
jurisdiction over a § 2255 notion. See id.

The AEDPA' s one-year limtations period does not render
Mendoza' s 8§ 2255 renedy inadequate or ineffective. See Pack v.
Yusuff, 218 F.3d 448, 451 (5th Cr. 2000). Moreover, the one-
year limtations period does not violate the Suspension C ause
even if it forecloses a first-tinme novant fromreview of his
clains. See Turner v. Johnson, 177 F.3d 390, 392-93 (5th Cr.)
(8 2254), cert. denied, 120 S. C. 504 (1999). Accordingly, the
district court’s dismssal is AFFI RVED



