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PER CURI AM *

Robert L. Luckett, M ssissippi prisoner # R8311, was granted
a certificate of appealability (COA) on the issue whether he had
established a denial of due process arising fromhis allegations
of police extortion. The parties were also ordered to brief
whet her the clai mwas procedurally defaulted because Luckett
failed to exhaust his state renedies and, if so, whether Luckett
coul d establish a ground for excusing the default. Luckett
argues that he is entitled to relief on the nerits of his

extortion claim To the extent that Luckett attenpts to argue

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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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ot her issues upon which COA was not granted, we |ack the

authority to review them See Lackey v. Johnson, 116 F.3d 149,

151-52 (5th Gr. 1997).
Luckett has not shown that he exhausted his extortion claim
in the state courts, and the claimis thus procedurally

defaulted. See Enery v. Johnson, 139 F.3d 191, 195 (5th Grr.

1997). Al though he alleges that he advised his trial and
appel l ate attorneys of the extortion and they failed to
investigate or raise the claimon his behalf, Luckett has not

establ i shed cause to overcone the procedural default. See Mirray

v. Carrier, 477 U. S. 478, 489 (1986). Additionally, Luckett has

not established a fundanental m scarriage of justice sufficient

to overcone the procedural default. See Smth v. Johnson, 216

F.3d 521, 524 (5th Gr. 2000); Fairman v. Anderson, 188 F.3d 635,

644 (5th Cr. 1999). Consequently, the judgnent of the district

court denying Luckett’'s 28 U S.C. § 2254 petition is AFFI RVED



