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Bef ore BARKSDALE, EMLIO M GARZA, and DENNIS, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Followng a jury trial, Robert Martinez-G |, prisoner nunber
24434-149, was convicted of one count of conspiracy to possess
heroin and cocaine with intent to deliver. The district court
sentenced him to life in prison. This court affirnmed his
convi ction and sentence on direct appeal, and his 28 U. S.C. § 2255
notion to vacate his sentence was unsuccessful. Martinez-G1's
numerous notions seeking authorization to file a successive 28

US C 8 2255 notion were |ikew se unavailing. Martinez-G 1| then

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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filed a “notion to dismss 21 U S.C. 8§ 851 enhancenent information
for lack of service” in which he argued that the enhancenent
i nformati on upon which his sentence was based should be di sm ssed
for want of proper service. The district court determ ned that
Martinez-G | was attenpting to bring a successive notion to vacate
his sentence wi thout having received this court’s authorizationto
do so. The district court thus dismssed the case. Martinez-G|
now appeals the dismssal of this notion. He argues that the
district court erredin classifying his notion as properly soundi ng
in 28 U S.C. 8 2255, and he also noves this court for a wit of
mandanmus ordering the district court to vacate his |ife sentence.

Martinez-G | has not shown that the district court erred in
determining that his notion, which raised a thinly disguised
challenge to his sentence, was really an attenpt to bring an

unaut hori zed successive 28 U. S.C. 8 2255 noti on. See Tolliver V.

Dobre, 211 F.3d 876, 877 (5th Gr. 2000). Because Martinez-G | had
not obtained this court’s authorization to file this notion, the
district court did not err in dismssing Martinez-G1’s case. See

United States v. Key, 205 F.3d 773, 774 (5th Cr. 2000). The

judgnent of the district court is AFFIRVED, and Martinez-Gl’s

motion for a wit of nmandanus i s DEN ED.



