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Edward Morris Harris, federal prisoner # 31832-086, appeal s
the district court’s order denying his 28 U S.C. §8 2241 habeas
petition seeking his release fromincarceration based on the
district court’s finding that he acted in contenpt of the
district court’s order. Harris argues that the district court
erred in failing to consider his objections to the magistrate
judge’s report and recomendation and in determning that it had

jurisdiction to hold himin contenpt of court.

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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Assum ng that the district court did not reviewthe
objections to the magi strate judge’s recomendation, the failure
to do so was not reversible error because Harris is nmaking | egal
argunents or argunents that were addressed in prior proceedi ngs
he filed challenging his incarceration for contenpt. Thus, the
district court’s independent and de novo review of the petition

was not reversible error. See Smith v. Collins, 964 F.2d 483,

485 (5th Gir. 1992).

I nsofar as Harris argues that the district court |acked
jurisdiction to issue the order of contenpt, this argunent was
rejected by this court in Harris’ prior habeas action chall enging

his incarceration for contenpt. See SEC v. Resource Devel opnent.

Int’l L.L.C, No. 02-11397 (5th Cr. Dec. 23, 2003). Harris has
failed to show that he is unable to conply with the district
court’s order to disclose the assets of Jade Asset Managenent to
the receiver. He has sinply refused to do so. Thus, the
district court did not abuse its discretion in refusing to
release Harris fromincarceration based on the contenpt order.

See Int’l Union, United M ne Wrkers of Anerica v. Bagwell, 512

U S 821, 828 (1994). The judgnent of the district court denying
t he habeas petition is AFFI RVED.

Harris’ notion for an expedited appeal is DEN ED as noot.



