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PER CURIAM:*

Texas prisoner Frankie Don Huie, # 335113, appeals the

district court's denial of his 28 U.S.C. § 2254 petition.  Huie

argues that his trial attorney was ineffective for failing to

object to testimony concerning an extraneous offense or request a

limiting instruction, attack the credibility of a prosecution
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witness, and conduct an adequate pre-trial investigation and that

counsel's cumulative trial errors caused Huie's trial to be 

fundamentally unfair. Having reviewed the record, we conclude

that Huie has failed to show ineffective assistance of counsel.  

Lockhart v. Fretwell, 506 U.S. 364, 372 (1993).

For the first time on appeal, Huie argues that counsel

failed to interview his neighbors, call several witnesses, hire a

firearms expert, argue to the jury that Huie's son mistakenly

left the murder weapon loaded, or file an appeal after

contracting to do so.  Huie further implies that the State

withheld exculpatory evidence in violation of Brady v. Maryland,

373 U.S. 83, 87 (1963).  He has not shown that these issues meet

the standard for plain error.  See Highlands Ins. v. National

Union Fire Ins., 27 F.3d 1027, 1031-32 (5th Cir. 1994), cert.

denied, 115 S. Ct. 903 (1995).     

Huie’s motion for appointed counsel is DENIED, and the

dismissal of his § 2254 petition is AFFIRMED.


