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IN THE UN ITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE ELEVENTH CIRCUIT

No. 17-14660-DD

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff-Appellee,

VErsus

JAMES BERNARD JONES, JR.,
a.k.a. Eric Bernard Lloyd,

Defendant-Appellant.

Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Southern District of Georgia

Before: HULL, MARCUS and WILLIAM PRYOR, Circuit Judges
BY THE COURT: |

We sua sponte DISMISS James Bernard Jones, Jr.’s notice of appeal as duplicative of the
appeal in case no. 16-10050. Firestone Tire & Rubber Co. v. Risjord, 449 U.S. 368, 374 (1981);
LA. Durbin, Inc. v. Jefferson Nat’l Bank, 793 F.2d 1541, 1551-52 (11th Cir. 1986) (explaining
that a _suit is duplicative. of . another _suit if the parties, issues, and available relief do not
significantly differ between the twb actions); United States v. Arlt, 567 F.2d 1295, 1297 (5th Cir.
1978) (noting that an “|a]ppellant is not entitled to two appeals” from the same judgment).
Mr. Jones appeals from the district court’s October 2, 2017, order denying his motion for a
sentence reduction pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3582(c)(2) and Amendment 782 of the Sentencing

Guidelines. Mr. Jones previously appealed from a district court order denying the same relief for
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the same reasons. We affirmced the previous order in case no. 16-10050. The parties, issues, and
available relief are identical, and thus this appeal is duplicative.

No motion for reconsideration may be filed unless it complies with the timing and other
requirements of 11th Cir. R. 27-2 and all other applicable rules. Any pending motions are

DENIED as moot.



IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE ELEVENTH CIRCUIT

No. 17-14660-DD

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff-Appellee,
versus
JAMES BERNARD JONES, JR.,
a.k.a. Eric Bernard Lloyd,
Deflendant-Appellant.

Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Southern District of Georgia

Before: MARCUS, WILLIAM PRYOR and HULL, Circuit Judges.
BY THE COURT:
James Bernard Jones, Jr.’s motion for reconsideration of our November 22, 2017, order

dismissing this appeal for lack of jurisdiction is DENIED.



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR
THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA
SAVANNAH DIVISION

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, )
) .
v. ) CASE NO. CR4:09-416
)
JAMES BERNARD JONES, JR. ) . 5. DISTRICT COURT
a/k/a Eric Bernard Lloyd, ) Southern District of Ga.
) Filed in Office
Defendant. p
} YO -2 01D
g —— .
Députy Clar— .

ORDER
Before the Court is Defendant’s Motion to Modify or
Reduce Sentence Pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3582(c)(2). (Doc.
102.) In his motion, Defendant seeks a sentence reduction
based on Amendment 782 to the United States Senténcing
Guidelines. '(;g;) The United States has responded in
opposition to Defendant’s motion. (Doc. 103.)

This is not the first time this Court has decided if
Defendant is entitled to a sentencing reduction in light. of
Amendment 782. On June 8, 2015, this Court sua sponte
considered whether Defendant éas é#titled to a sentencing
reduction and found that Defendant was ineligible for any
;eduction. (Doc. - 89; Doc. 90.) Subsequently, Defendant
filed a Motion to Reduce Sentence. (Doc. 91.) Construing
this motion as a motion for reconsideration, the Court
again denied Defendant’s eligibility for a sentencing

reduction. (Doc. 92.) In that order, the Court found that



Defendant was ineligible for a sentehcing reduction due to
Defendant’s status as a career offender. (Id.) The Court’'s
decision was  later affirmed by the Eleventh Circuit Court
bf Appeals. (Doc. 98.)

Now, Defendant has filed yet another request for a
sentence reduction in light of Amendment 782. (Doc. 102.)
However, the Court sees no reason to disturb its earlier
ruling. Defendant is not entitled to a sentence reduction

because he was sentenced as a carecer offender under

guidelines section 4Bl.1. Amendment 782 lowered the "“base

‘of fense levels in § 2D1.1, but did nothing to the career-

offender base offense levels in § 4B1.1.” United States v.

Hardiman, 646 Fed. App’'x 852, 855 (1lth Cir. 2016) .
Accordingly, Defendant’s motion (Doc. 102) is DENIED.
50 ORDERED this 2&Fday of October 2017.

PR

WILLIAM T. MOORE, J®.
UNITEC STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF GEORGIA
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