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PER CURI AM *

Johnny Wayne Wade, a federal prisoner (# 06634-078), appeals
the district court’s dismssal of his 28 U S. C. § 2241 habeas
corpus petition. In 1999, a federal jury convicted Wade of one
count of conspiracy to comnmt arson and two counts of arson,
violations of 18 U S.C. 8§ 844(n) and (i). Wade was sentenced to
a total of 84 nonths in prison and three years of supervised

r el ease.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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The district court concluded that Wade's clains were not
properly brought under 28 U S.C. § 2241. Section 2255 provides
the primary neans of collaterally attacking a federal conviction

and sentence. Tolliver v. Dobre, 211 F.3d 876, 877 (5th Gr.

2000). A 28 U.S.C. 8§ 2241 petition is not a “substitute” for a
notion under 28 U S.C. 8§ 2255, and a “[8] 2241 petition that
seeks to challenge the validity of a federal sentence nust
either be dism ssed or construed as a section 2255 notion.”

Pack v. Yusuff, 218 F.3d 448, 451 (5th Gr. 2000).

Al t hough Wade coul d proceed under 28 U S.C. § 2241 if he
denonstrated that 28 U . S.C. 8§ 2255 relief was “inadequate or
ineffective” under the latter statute’s “savings clause,” Wade

has failed to make such a showi ng. See Reyes-Requena v. United

States, 243 F.3d 893, 904 (5th Cr. 2001) (to proceed under
“savings clause,” petitioner nust show that (1) his clains are
based on a retroactively applicable Suprenme Court decision which
establi shes that he may have been convicted of a nonexi stent
of fense, and (2) his clains were foreclosed by circuit |aw at the
ti me when the clainms should have been raised in his trial,
appeal, or first 28 U . S.C. 8§ 2255 notion).

Wade has abandoned a nunber of clains that he was subjected
to cruel and unusual punishnment, by failing to brief such clains

in this court. See Yohey v. Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 224-25

(5th Cr. 1993); Fep. R App. P. 28(a)(9).
The judgnent of the district court is AFFI RVED



