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

No. 99-11216
Summary Cal endar

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellee,
ver sus
RANDY LEE HADDERTON,
Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 5:94-CR-15-1-C
 February 26, 2001
Before SM TH, BENAVI DES, and DENNI'S, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Randy Lee Hadderton, federal prisoner # 25439-007, appeal s the
district court’s denial of relief on his “Petition for Relief from
Judgnent,” which challenged his conviction and sentence and was
purportedly brought under FED. R Cv. P. 60(b) or 28 U S.C. § 2241.
He asserts that because he was denied relief on his original notion
to vacate his sentence under 28 U S.C. 8§ 2255 and because this
court denied him leave to file a second or successive 8§ 2255

motion, this renmedy is inadequate and ineffective and his

“petition” in the district court should be reviewed as a Rul e 60(b)

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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nmotion, a 8§ 2241 petition, or a petition for a wit of error coram
nobis. He is not entitled to review on any of these grounds. See

Pack v. Yusuff, 218 F. 3d 448, 451-52 (5th Gr. 2000); United States

v. Rich, 141 F.3d 550, 551-53 (5th Cr. 1998), cert. denied, 526

U S 1011 (1999); United States v. Hatten, 167 F.3d 884, 887 n.6

(5th Gr. 1999). Hadderton' s conplaint that he did not receive an
evidentiary hearing in the district court is wthout nerit, as he

did not show that he was entitled to file his “petition” in the

district court. See Ellis v. Lynaugh, 873 F.2d 830, 840 (5th Cr
1989). The district court’s denial of relief is AFFIRVED

Haddert on has al so noved f or appoi nt nent of counsel on appeal,
has filed three requests for stays of the proceedings so that he
can supplenent the record, has noved for this court to conpel
di scovery, and has requested an evidentiary hearing on appeal.
These notions are DEN ED

AFFI RVED; MOTI ONS DENI ED



