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PER CURI AM *

Roger Eugene G esham federal prisoner # 29072-077, appeals
the dismssal of his 28 U S.C. § 2241 petition, in which he

asserted that his indictnent was invalid under Jones v. United

States, 529 U. S. 848 (2000). The district court dism ssed
the petition because G esham had not shown that relief under
28 U.S.C. 8 2255 was inadequate or ineffective so as to warrant

relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2241.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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G esham does not specifically challenge the district court’s
determ nation. Instead, he conclusionally asserts that he should
be permtted to proceed under 28 U. S.C. § 2241 because he has
been denied leave to file a successive 28 U S.C. § 2255 noti on.
H's argunment is without nerit: “a prior unsuccessful § 2255
nmotion, or the inability to neet AEDPA s ‘second or successive’
requi renent, does not nmake [28 U.S.C.] 8§ 2255 i nadequate or

ineffective.” Tolliver v. Dobre, 211 F.3d 876, 878 (5th Cr

2000). The appeal is wholly without nerit and is therefore

DI SM SSED as fri vol ous. See 5TH QR R 42.2; Howard v. King,

707 F.2d 215, 220 (5th Gr. 1983).

Gresham has filed four prior unsuccessful notions for
| eave to file a successive 28 U S.C. § 2255 notion, and he
has filed one prior unsuccessful 28 U S.C. 8§ 2241 petition,
asserting essentially the sane grounds as he raises in the
instant petition. He has been previously warned and sancti oned
for repetitively filing frivol ous pl eadings. Because G esham
continues to file repetitive pleadings asserting grounds for
relief identical to those previously held to be without nerit, he
is ORDERED to pay $150 in sanctions to the clerk of this court.
The clerk is DIRECTED to not accept for filing any pleadings from
Greshamuntil the sanction is paid in full. Geshamis further
CAUTI ONED t hat any future frivolous filing in this court or any
court subject to this court’s jurisdiction will subject himto

addi ti onal sancti ons.
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APPEAL DI SM SSED; SANCTI ONS | MPOSED; ADDI TI ONAL SANCTI ONS

WARNI NG | SSUED.



