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PER CURI AM *

Johnie Wse, federal innmate #82281-079, appeals the district
court’s dismssal of his 28 U S.C. § 2241 petition. A jury
convicted Wse of two counts of threatening to use a weapon of

mass destruction and aiding and abetting. United States v. Wse,

221 F.3d 140, 147 (5th Cr. 2000). The district court sentenced
Wse to concurrent ternms of 292 nonths of inprisonnent and five

years of supervised release. |d.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Wse asserts that his 28 U S.C. § 2241 petition satisfied
the criteria necessary to proceed under the “savings clause” of
28 U.S.C. 8§ 2255. He contends that his petition raised a novel
i ssue concerning the Governnent’s alleged failure to establish
comercial injury. Wse asserts that commercial injury is an
essential elenent of the crinme of conviction. He argues that
novel clains can never be procedurally barred and that 28 U S. C
8§ 2255 is inadequate or ineffective because it does not offer a
remedy. He contends that the district court’s dismssal of his
petition anobunts to an unconstitutional suspension of the wit of
habeas cor pus.

W se has not net his burden of showi ng that the renedy
provi ded under 28 U . S.C. 8 2255 is inadequate or ineffective to

test the legality of his detention. Wsson v. U S. Penitentiary

Beaunont, TX, 305 F.3d 343, 347 (5th Gr. 2002), cert. denied,

537 U.S. 1241 (2003). He has not identified a retroactively
appl i cabl e Suprene Court decision which establishes that he may
have been inprisoned for conduct that was not prohibited by | aw.
He has not shown that his clains were foreclosed by circuit |aw
when the clains should have been raised, i.e., at his trial, on
appeal, or inan initial 28 U S.C. § 2255 notion. Wsson, 305
F.3d at 347.

We have rejected previously Wse’s Suspensi on O ause
argunent. See id. at 346-47. Accordingly, the judgnent of the

district court is AFFl RVED



