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RAMON ORNELAS,
Peti ti oner- Appel | ant,

ver sus
WARDEN DAVI D JUSTI CE,

Respondent - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 5:05-CV-49

Before SM TH, WENER, and OAEN, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Petitioner-Appell ant Ranmon O nel as, federal prisoner # 84960-
079, pleaded guilty to possession with intent to distribute 50 grans
or nore of nmethanphetam ne and was sentenced to 262 nonths of
i mprisonnment. Ornelas appeals the district court’s denial of his 28
U S C 8 2241 petition challenging the Bureau of Prisons’s (BOP)
nmet hod of cal culating his good tinme credit under 18 U S.C. § 3624(b).
Ornel as contends that the BOP has incorrectly interpreted 8§ 3624(b)
and that he is entitled to earn 54 days of good tine credit per year,

based on his term of inprisonnent.

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and i s not precedent except under the
limted circunstances set forth in 5THOR R 47.5. 4.



As Onelas is proceeding under 8 2241, he is not required to

obtain a certificate of appealability (COA) to proceed on appeal.

See Jeffers v. Chandler, 253 F.3d 827, 830 (5th Cr. 2001). In
Sanple v. Mrrison, 406 F.3d 310, 312 (5th Gr. 2005), we held that

we | acked subject-matter jurisdiction over the appeal of a prisoner’s
§ 2241 petition that, like Onelas’s, alleges that the BOP was
m scal culating his good tine credit under 8 3624(b). W concl uded
that the prisoner, who was not yet eligible for release fromprison,
did not establish that he would sustain imediate injury that could
be redressed by the relief requested. As such, his petition was not
ripe for review. 1d.

O nelas requests the same formof relief as the petitioner in
Sanple. Irrespective of whether Ornelas’s sentence is conputed on
the basis of the BOP's interpretation of 8 3624(b) or on the basis of
his own interpretation, Onelas is not entitled to release from
prison. Thus, like the petitioner in Sanple, Ornelas’s petition is
not ripe for review. Accordingly, we dismss for |ack of subject-
matter jurisdiction. Moreover, even if Onelas s request for relief

were not premature, his argunent woul d be foreclosed by Mreland v.

Federal Bureau of Prisons, 431 F.3d 180, 186 (5th Cr. 2005), cert.

denied, 126 S. C. 1906 (2006).
APPEAL DI SM SSED; MOTI ON FOR APPO NTMENT OF COUNSEL DEN ED.



