
 
 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
 

FOR THE TENTH CIRCUIT 
_________________________________ 

In re:  IVAN L. SWEETS, SR.,  
 
          Movant. 

 
No. 17-8047 

(D.C. No. 2:14-CV-00169-SWS) 
(D. Wyo.) 

_________________________________ 

ORDER 
_________________________________ 

Before KELLY, HARTZ, and MATHESON, Circuit Judges. 
_________________________________ 

Ivan L. Sweets Sr., a Wyoming prisoner proceeding without the assistance of 

counsel, seeks authorization to file a second or successive 28 U.S.C. § 2254 application.  

We deny authorization. 

Mr. Sweets was found guilty by a jury and convicted of one count of wrongful 

taking or disposing of property and one count of obtaining property by false pretenses.  

He was sentenced to a term of six to eight years on each count, served consecutively.  He 

appealed and the Wyoming Supreme Court affirmed.  See Sweets v. State, 307 P.3d 860, 

876 (Wyo. 2013).  He brought his initial § 2254 application in 2014, arguing that the 

Wyoming Supreme Court applied the wrong law and unreasonably determined the facts 

presented in his direct appeal.  The district court denied the application and this court the 

subsequent appeal as untimely.   

Mr. Sweets now seeks authorization to bring a successive § 2254 claim based on 

the same arguments he raised in his initial § 2254 application.  However, “[a] claim 
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presented in a second or successive habeas corpus application under section 2254 that 

was presented in a prior application shall be dismissed.”  28 U.S.C. § 2244(b)(1).  In his 

motion, Mr. Sweets asks this court to find the Wyoming Supreme Court applied the 

wrong legal standard to his conviction, constituting a “new claim [of] Statutory 

Construction.”  Mot. at 8.  His request makes it clear that he is merely seeking further 

review of the state court’s decision.  We are thus required to dismiss his claims.  

The motion for authorization is denied.  This denial of authorization “shall not be  

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 

Appellate Case: 17-8047     Document: 01019823479     Date Filed: 06/12/2017     Page: 2     


		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-07-13T12:05:44-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




