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PER CURI AM !

Irel Bobb, Jr., Texas prisoner # 770532, was convicted by a
jury in 1996 of two aggravated robberies and was sentenced to forty
years in prison. Bobb filed a 28 U S.C. § 2254 petition in the
district court challenging his convictions. The district court
granted the respondent’s summary judgnent notion and dism ssed
Bobb’ s petition with prejudice. After Bobb filed a tinely notice

of appeal, the district <court granted a certificate of

! Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has detern 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that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent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.



appeal ability (“COA’) only on Bobb's clains of a due process
violation and ineffective assistance of counsel stemrming from
al I eged i nproper remarks nmade by the prosecutor during voir dire.

On appeal, Bobb challenges only the prosecutor’s conment
proclaimng hinself to be a Christian. Thus he has waived
his right to challenge any of the other remarks made by the

prosecutor during voir dire. See Smth v. Cockrell, 311 F.3d 661

679 n.12 (5th Gr. 2002), petition for cert. filed, (U S. June 16,

2003) (No. 02-11309). To the extent that Bobb attenpts to raise
any clai ns other than those on which COA was specifically granted,
we will not review those clains in the absence of an express

request that this court broaden the grant of COA See Ot v.

Johnson, 192 F.3d 510, 512 n.6 (5th CGr. 1999).

Bobb argues that the prosecutor’s conment so irreversibly
i nfluenced the jury against hi mbefore the trial even started that
he was denied his due process right to a fair trial. The district
court dismssed this claimas procedurally barred. Inlight of the
overwhel m ng evi dence of Bobb’s guilt presented at trial, Bobb has
not denonstrated actual prejudice from the remark, which is

necessary to overcone the procedural bar. See Renz v. Scott, 28

F.3d 431, 432 (5th Cr. 1994). Nor has Bobb shown that, as a
factual matter, he was actually innocent of the crines of

conviction. See Ward v. Cain, 53 F.3d 106, 108 (5th G r. 1995).

Consequent |y, Bobb has failed to showthat the district court erred
in dismssing his claimas procedurally barred.
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Bobb al so argues that counsel rendered i neffective assi stance
by failing to object to the prosecutor’s alleged inproper renark.
Bobb has not shown error in the district court’s finding that the
failure to object was not deficient performance because counsel
coul d reasonabl y have t hought that such an objection m ght alienate
any Christians on the jury. WMreover, in light of the overwhel m ng
evidence of his gquilt, Bobb has not shown actual prejudice
resulting fromthe failure to object. Thus, Bobb has not shown
that the district court erred in dismssing this claim

See Strickland v. WAshington, 466 U. S. 668, 689-94 (1984); Bridge

v. Lynaugh, 838 F.2d 770, 773 (5th Gr. 1988).
AFF| RMED.



