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

No. 93-8562
Conf er ence Cal endar

MACK JONES, JR.,

Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
JAMES A. COLLINS, Director,
Texas Departnent of Corrections,
I nstitutional D vision,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. MO 92- CV-168
(May 18, 1994)

Bef ore H G3 NBOTHAM BARKSDALE, and EMLIO M GARZA, Crcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Mack Jones, Jr., filed the instant 28 U S.C. § 2254 federal
habeas corpus petition arguing that his conviction was based upon
evi dence obt ai ned through an unconstitutional search and seizure
and that his conviction was invalid because his arrest was
unlawful . |If the defendant is afforded an opportunity by the
State to fully and fairly litigate a Fourth Amendnent claim

federal habeas corpus review of that claimis precluded. Stone

Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
that have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.
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v. Powel |, 428 U.S. 465, 482, 96 S.Ct. 3037, 49 L.Ed.2d 1067
(1976). Caver v. State, 577 F.2d 1188, 1192 (5th Gir. 1978).

Jones was afforded a full and fair opportunity by the state
to present his Fourth Anendnent clains. He filed a pre-trial
nmotion to suppress evidence based upon an unconstitutional search
and an unlawful arrest. This notion was denied by the trial
court. These argunents were also rejected on direct appeal and
in Jones' third application for state habeas relief.

Jones al so presents nunerous additional argunents in his
appel l ate brief, but none of these were presented to the district
court in his original petition. As such, they are not considered

on appeal. Fransaw v. Lynaugh, 810 F.2d 518, 523 (5th Cr.),

cert. denied, 483 U. S. 1008 (1987).

Finally, Jones' brief contains a notion seeking to conpel
the Attorney CGeneral of Texas to respond to his petition. The
Attorney General, however, has filed a letter brief with this
Court. Init, the Assistant Attorney Ceneral responding to
Jones' petition stated that a copy of the State's response had
been forwarded to Jones at the sanme address as the one on Jones
appellate brief. This Court need take no further action. The

judgnment of the district court is AFFI RVED



