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Jerry Pardue, federal prisoner # 06225-112, appeals the
district court’s dismssal with prejudice of his 28 U S.C. § 2241
petition. Pardue argues that his clainms fall under the savings
cl ause of 28 U.S.C. 8§ 2255 because he is actually innocent of
the crime of which he was convicted. He also argues that the
district court erred when it dismssed his petition w thout

hol di ng an evidentiary heari ng.

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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Par due’ s savi ngs cl ause argunent is prem sed upon his
assertion that there were nunerous errors in pre-trial
proceedings, in his trial, and in the manner in which the courts
have handl ed his post-conviction proceedi ngs. Pardue does not
argue that there is a retroactively applicable Suprene Court
deci sion that establishes that he may have been convicted of a
nonexi stent offense. He also does not argue that his clains were
previously foreclosed by circuit law. By failing to address the

savi ngs clause prerequisites as set forth in Reyes- Requena v.

United States, 243 F.3d 893, 904 (5th G r. 2001), Pardue has

failed to show that the 28 U . S.C. § 2255 renedy is inadequate or

ineffective. See Pack v. Yusuff, 218 F.3d 448, 452 (5th Cr

2000) .
Addi tionally, Pardue’s argunent that the district court
erred when it dismssed his case wthout holding a hearing |acks

merit. See 28 U. S.C. § 2243; United States v. Tubwell, 37 F.3d

175, 179 (5th Gir. 1994).

The judgnent of the district court is therefore AFFI RVED



