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

No. 01-40288
Summary Cal endar

MANDELL RHODES, JR. ,
Peti ti oner- Appel | ant,
ver sus
JANI E COCKRELL, DI RECTOR,
TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF CRI'M NAL
JUSTI CE, | NSTI TUTI ONAL DI VI SI ON,

Respondent - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Eastern District of Texas
USDC No. 6:99-CV-264

~ Cctober 24, 2001
Before JONES, SMTH, and EMLIO M GARZA, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Mandel | Rhodes, Jr., Texas prisoner nunber 307498, appeals
the district court’s denial of his 28 U S.C. 8§ 2254 petition.
The district court granted a certificate of appealability (CQOA)
on two issues. As to those issues, Rhodes argues that one
condition of his supervised rel ease, which he refers to as the
“child safety zone” condition, was unlawfully inposed because a

parol e officer may not inpose conditions of parole and because

his crimnal offense was not conmtted upon a child. Because

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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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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these issues inplicate state |aw only, they are not cogni zable in

this 8 2254 proceeding. See Bridge v. Lynaugh, 838 F.2d 770, 772

(5th Gr. 1988). Accordingly, the district court’s judgnment
denyi ng Rhodes relief on these issues is affirned.

The district court denied COA on all other issues, and
Rhodes further noves this court for a COA on those renaining
issues. Normally, appellate reviewis limted to i ssues upon

which the district court granted a COA. See Lackey v. Johnson

116 F. 3d 149, 151-52 (5th G r. 1997). Wen, however, a party
expressly seeks a COA on additional issues, this court may
certify those issues if the party neets the requirenents for a

COA. See United States v. Kimer, 150 F.3d 429, 431 (5th Gr.

1998). Rhodes contends that the | ower court erred in denying his
sufficiency on the evidence claim and he argues that his due
process rights were violated by the revocation of his supervised
rel ease.

Rhodes has not nade a substantial showi ng of the denial of a
constitutional right inrelation to these issues. See 28 U S. C

§ 2253(c)(1); Slack v. MDaniel, 529 U S. 473, 483-84 (2000).

Accordingly, his notion for a COA is DEN ED
JUDGMVENT AFFI RVED; COA DENI ED.



