
 
 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
 

FOR THE TENTH CIRCUIT 
_________________________________ 

In re:  LAURA SHOOP,  
 
          Movant. 

 
 

No. 17-3094 
(D.C. Nos. 2:16-CV-02682-KHV &  

2:12-CR-20099-KHV-2) 
(D. Kan.) 

_________________________________ 

ORDER 
_________________________________ 

Before BRISCOE, LUCERO, and HARTZ, Circuit Judges. 
_________________________________ 

Laura Shoop, a federal prisoner proceeding without the assistance of counsel, 

moves for authorization to file a second or successive motion under 28 U.S.C. § 2255.  

We deny authorization. 

Ms. Shoop pleaded guilty to one count of conspiracy to commit money laundering 

in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1956(h), and was sentenced to 42 months’ imprisonment 

followed by three years of supervised release.  She did not appeal the conviction or 

sentence.  She did, however, unsuccessfully move to vacate, set aside, or correct her 

sentence under 28 U.S.C. § 2255.  She has since filed numerous motions to reduce her 

sentence and motions for authorization, and now again seeks authorization to file a 

second or successive § 2255 motion challenging her sentence.  

To obtain authorization, Ms. Shoop’s proposed § 2255 motion must rely on 

“(1) newly discovered evidence that, if proven and viewed in light of the evidence as a 
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whole, would be sufficient to establish by clear and convincing evidence that no 

reasonable factfinder would have found [her] guilty of the [challenged] offense,” or “(2) a 

new rule of constitutional law, made retroactive to cases on collateral review by the 

Supreme Court, that was previously unavailable.”  28 U.S.C. § 2255(h).  Ms. Shoop must 

make a prima facie showing that she can satisfy one of these gate-keeping requirements.  

See In re Shines, 696 F.3d 1330, 1332 (10th Cir. 2012) (per curiam); see also 28 U.S.C. 

§ 2244(b)(3)(C). 

Ms. Shoop appears to invoke § 2255(h)(2), arguing that this court granted a § 2255 

motion regarding the sentencing guidelines at issue in her case on March 9, 2017.  When 

prompted by the court’s forms to name this case putatively stating a new rule of law, 

Ms. Shoop states “United States vs. Bade 2015.”  Mot. at 9.  The court, however, is 

unable to find any such case.  For this reason, the Clerk of Court twice returned 

Ms. Shoop’s motion for authorization, asking that she either attach a copy of “United 

States vs. Bade” or provide a specific legal citation for the case.  But Ms. Shoop has 

merely filed the same motion for authorization for a third time.  Accordingly, she has 

failed to identify “a new rule of constitutional law,” much less one “made retroactive to 

cases on collateral review by the Supreme Court.”  28 U.S.C. § 2255(h)(2).  

The motion for authorization is denied.  This denial of authorization “shall not be  
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appealable and shall not be the subject of a petition for rehearing or for a writ of 

certiorari.”  28 U.S.C. § 2244(b)(3)(E). 

Entered for the Court 

 
ELISABETH A. SHUMAKER, Clerk 
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