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PER CURI AM

In No. 00-7599, Janes Vernon Harris appeals the district
court’s order denying relief on his notion filed pursuant to 28
US C 8§ 2241 (1994) for failure to exhaust his admnistrative

renmedi es, see Harris v. United States, Nos. CR-96-23; CA-00-751-3-

17 (D.S.C. Cct. 2, 2000), and the district court’s order denying

his notion for bail pending appeal in No. 00-6649, see Harris v.

United States, Nos. CR-96-23; CA-00-751-3-17 (D.S.C. Mar. 31,

2000) .
To the extent that Harris seeks to challenge the conputation
of his sentence through a 8 2241 petition, he nust first exhaust

adm ni strati ve renedies. United States v. WIlson, 503 U S. 329,

334-37 (1992). Wiile Harris clainms he has attenpted to seek ad-
mnistrative redress, there is nothing in the record denonstrating
he has done so. To the extent that Harris seeks to challenge the
validity of his conviction or sentence, such a claimmy only be
raised in a notion pursuant to 28 U S.C A 8§ 2255 (West Supp.
2000) . United States v. MIler, 871 F.2d 488, 489-90 (4th Cr.

1989).
Accordingly, we affirm the district court's order denying

Harris' 8 2241 petition® (No. 00-7599). W deny the notion for a

" Because the district court found it was without jurisdiction
to consider Harris' claimfor credit for tine served because Harris
failed to exhaust his admnistrative renedies and failed to show
the futility in failing to so exhaust, our affirmance is wthout
prejudice to Harris' right tore-file his petition upon exhaustion
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certificate of appealability as unnecessary and dism ss as npot
Harri s’ appeal of the district court’s order denying his notion for
bai |l pendi ng appeal (No. 00-6649) based on our determ nation that
Harris’ underlying appeal is without nerit. W dispense with oral
argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

aid the decisional process.

No. 00-7599 - AFFI RVED

No. 00-6649 - DI SM SSED

or upon a show ng of futility in attenpting to exhaust his adm n-
istrative remedies.



