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Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 1:02-CV-455

Before JOLLY, DENNI'S, and CLEMENT, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Chri stopher Julian Sol onon appeal s the district court’s deni al
of his 28 U . S.C. § 2254 petition that challenged his conviction and
sentence for capital nurder. Solonobn was sentenced to death, but
his death sentence was commuted to life in prison because Sol onon
was 17 at the tinme the offense was comm tted.

Sol onon was granted a certificate of appealability (COA) on
the issue whether the testinony of wtness Virginia Wod was

materi al . The testinony of Wod is mterial “if the false

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.
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testinony could . . . in any reasonable |ikelihood have affected

the judgnent of the jury.” Gaqglio v. United States, 405 U S. 150,

154 (1971) (internal quotation marks and citation omtted). This
determnation is a m xed question of law and fact and is revi ewed

de novo. Valdez v. Cockrell, 274 F.3d 941, 946 (5th G r. 2001);

see Nobles v. Johnson, 127 F.3d 409, 416 (1997).

Areviewof the record reveal s that Wod’ s testi nony regardi ng
Solonon’s guilt was substantially corroborated by the testinony of
ot her wi tnesses and that Sol onon presented significant i npeachnent
evi dence agai nst Wod. Sol onon has not shown that there is a
reasonable |ikelihood that Wod s testinony regarding her plea

agreenent affected the judgnent of the jury. See Gaglio, 405 U. S.

at 153-55; Wlson v. Witley, 28 F.3d 433, 439 (5th Cr. 1994).

AFFI RVED.



