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Clerk

No. 03-41393
Conf er ence Cal endar

JCE HAVEN BEADLES,

Peti ti oner- Appel | ant,
vVer sus
UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,

Respondent - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 6:02-CV-546

Before JOLLY, JONES, and SMTH, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Joe Haven Beadles, fornerly federal prisoner # 04049-078,
appeal s the district court’s denial of his petition for a wit of
error coram nobis challenging his convictions for conspiracy to
commt mail and wire fraud and for noney | aundering. Beadles
argues that the indictnent was constructively anended, that the
i ndictment was insufficient, and that the evidence was

insufficient to support his convictions.

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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Because Beadles is raising his argunents that the indictnent
was constructively anmended and that it was insufficient for the
first tinme on appeal, we do not address them except to note that
his assertion that the indictnment was insufficient was previously
rejected in this court’s decision affirmng the district court’s

deni al of relief under 28 U S.C. 8 2255. See Leverette v.

Louisville Ladder Co., 183 F.3d 339, 342 (5th Gr. 1999); United

States v. Beadles, No. 99-40044 (Dec. 22, 1999) (unpublished).

To the extent that Beadl es chall enges the sufficiency of the
evi dence to support his convictions, his conclusory argunents,
whi ch are not supported by any record evidence, do not establish

t he exceptional circunstances warranting coramnobis relief. See

Jimnez v. Tromnski, 91 F.3d 767, 768 (5th Cr. 1996).
Additionally, this issue also was deci ded agai nst Beadles in the
decision affirmng the denial of his 28 U S.C. 8§ 2255 noti on.

See Beadl es, No. 99-40044, slip op. at 2.

AFFI RVED.
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