IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 00-31198
Summary Cal endar

ERI N HUNTER
Peti ti oner- Appel | ant,
vVer sus

BURL CAIN, Warden
Loui siana State Penitentiary,

Respondent - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Louisiana
USDC No. 99-CV-770-R

January 14, 2002
Bef ore DeMOSS, PARKER, and DENNI'S, G rcuit Judges.

PER CURI AM *

Erin Hunter, Loui siana prisoner # 111799, appeals the district
court’s denial of his 28 U S.C. 8§ 2254 habeas corpus petition. A
judge on this court granted Hunter a certificate of appealability
(COA) on two issues: (1) whether the state wthheld Vanessa
Causey’s grand jury testinony fromHunter in violation of Brady v.
Maryland, 373 U S. 83 (1963), and (2) whether trial counsel
rendered i neffective assistance by not adequately cross-exam ning
Causey and not introducing evidence necessary to inpeach Causey.

Hunt er presents argunent on several other issues. Because COA was

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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not granted on these issues, we may not consider them See 28

US C § 2253; see also Lackey v. Johnson, 116 F.3d 149, 151-52

(5th Gr. 1997).
The state court adjudicated the Brady issue on its nerits.

See State v. Hunter, 648 So. 2d 1025, 1033-34 (La. C. App. 1994).

Accordingly, Hunter can receive relief on this claim only by
showi ng that the state court acted objectively unreasonably in

denying this claim See Nobles v. Johnson, 127 F.3d 409, 416 (5th

Cr. 1997); Trevino v. Johnson, 168 F. 3d 173, 181 (5th Gr.), cert.
deni ed, 527 U.S. 1056 (1999); Oman v. Cain, 228 F.3d 616, 621 (5th

Cir. 2000). Hunter has not nade this show ng.

The state <court also adjudicated on the nerits the
i neffective-assistance issue as to Hunter’s all egations regarding
counsel’s not using portions of the initial police report to
i npeach Causey. See Hunter, 648 So. 2d at 1030-31. Thus, as with
his Brady i ssue, Hunter can receive relief onthis issue only if he
can show that the state court acted objectively unreasonably in

denying this claim See Bryant v. Scott, 28 F.3d 1411, 1414 (5th

Cr. 1994); Nobles, 127 F.3d at 416; O nan, 228 F.3d at 621. Also
as with his Brady issue, Hunter had not nmade the requisite show ng
of objective unreasonableness in relation to this ineffective-
assi stance cl ai m

Hunter also argues that counsel rendered ineffective
assi stance by not introducing other docunents and using themto
cross-exam ne Causey. This claimwas not considered by the state

court and thus receives de novo review. See Nobles, 127 F.3d at

416. Hunt er has not shown that counsel’s cross-exam nation of
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Causey was deficient or that this cross-exam nation prejudiced

Hunt er’ s def ense. Strickland v. Wishington, 466 U. S. 668, 687

(1984).
Hunter has not shown that he is entitled to relief on his
Brady or ineffective-assistance clains. Accordingly, the judgnent

of the district court is AFFI RVED



