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PER CURI AM *

Tony Robert Davis, federal prisoner no. 68917-080, appeals the
dism ssal of his 28 US.C 8§ 2241 petition, in which he alleged
that the Governnent had failed to disclose excul patory evidence in
securing his conviction on eight counts of conspiracy, wre fraud,
travel and transportation of securities for fraudul ent purposes,

and noney | aundering. See United States v. Davis, 226 F.3d 346,

348 (5th Cir. 2000). Davis argues that the district court erred in

dismssing his petition. This court reviews the district court’s

Pursuant to 5TH GR R 47.5, the court has determined that this
opi ni on should not be published and is not precedent except under the linmted
circunstances set forth in 5THQR R 47.5.4.



findings of fact for clear error and issues of |aw de novo.

Jeffers v. Chandler, 253 F.3d 827, 830 (5th Cr. 2001).

A petition filed under 28 U S.C. § 2241 which attacks errors
that occurred at trial or sentencing should be dismssed or

construed as a notion under 28 U S.C. 8 2255. 1d.; Pack v. Yusuff,

218 F.3d 448, 452 (5th CGr. 2000). Davis’s 28 U S.C § 2241
petition challenged his conviction, rather than attacking the
manner in which his sentence was bei ng executed. Davi s has not
shown that the renmedy provi ded under 28 U.S. C. § 2255 i s i nadequat e
or ineffective to test the legality of his detention. See

Reyes- Requena v. United States, 243 F. 3d 893, 901 (5th G r. 2001).

Further, the district court |acked jurisdictionto construe Davis’s
petition as a successive notion under 28 U S. C. § 2255. See Hooker
v. Sivley, 187 F.3d 680, 681-82 (5th Cr. 1999). The district

court’s judgnent dism ssing Davis's petition is AFFI RVED



