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Judge.

O R D E R

Tommy C. Cox was sentenced on March 25, 2008, to 160 months’ imprisonment for

transporting a minor in interstate commerce for prostitution, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 2422(a),

and for credit card fraud in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1029(a)(3). Cox appealed his prostitution-

related convictions, and we affirmed them on August 18, 2009. United States v. Cox, 577 F.3d
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833 (7th Cir. 2009). Two years later, Cox filed a motion with the district court requesting a

special sentence reduction based on mitigating factors, that, he argued, the court overlooked

during sentencing. On September 30, 2011, the district court denied Cox’s motion because it

did not present “extraordinary and compelling reasons” warranting a sentence reduction

under 18 U.S.C. § 3582(c). We affirmed, but modified the district court’s decision  to a dismissal

for lack of jurisdiction because Cox’s arguments were untimely and not recognized under 28

U.S.C. § 2255. United States v. Cox, No. 11-3348,  7th Cir. Jan. 24, 2012. 

On May 15, 2012, Cox filed another motion for a sentence reduction on similar grounds

to those in the motion that was dismissed in January 2012. The district court dismissed this 

motion for want of jurisdiction. We AFFIRM the district court’s judgment. The district court

lacks jurisdiction because Cox’s motion is untimely and not recognized under 28 U.S.C. § 2255.

We warn Cox not to continue peppering the court with these motions. 


