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

WIllie Janes Hol mes was convicted of conspiracy to commt
murder and nurder | ess than capital and sentenced to serve life
in prison. Holnmes filed the instant 28 U . S.C. § 2254 petition to
chal | enge his convictions and sentences, and the district court
denied the petition. Wen reviewi ng the denial of a habeas
petition, this court analyzes the district court’s findings of
fact for clear error and its | egal conclusions de novo. Mrtinez

v. Johnson, 255 F.3d 229, 237 (5th Cr. 2001).

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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Hol nes argues that his rights were violated at trial because
the State proceeded on the theory that his coconspirator was the
shooter, but the charges against this individual were |ater
remanded. The respondents argue that Holnes’s clains are

procedurally barred. The respondents are correct. See Fairnan

v. Anderson, 188 F.3d 635, 641 (5th Gr. 1999); see al so Stokes

v. Anderson, 123 F.3d 858, 860-61 (5th Gr. 1997). Hol nes has

not shown cause and prejudice to excuse this default, nor has he
shown that a manifest m scarriage of justice would occur if the

merits of these clainms were not consi dered. See Smth v.

Johnson, 216 F.3d 521, 524 (5th Cr. 2000). The judgnent of the

district court is AFFl RVED



