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PER CURIAM:

Sedrick Jermaine Townsend, Texas prisoner # 02184872, seeks a
certificate of appealability (COA) to appeal the district court’s dismissal of
his 28 U.S.C. § 2254 application challenging his conviction for aggravated
robbery. The district court dismissed Townsend’s § 2254 application on the
grounds that it was an unauthorized successive § 2254 application and that
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he had not obtained this court’s authorization to file a successive § 2254
application. In his COA brief, Townsend raises various constitutional

challenges to his conviction, and he contends that he is actually innocent.

To obtain a COA, Townsend must make a substantial showing of the
denial of a constitutional right. See 28 U.S.C. § 2253(c)(2); Slack ».
McDaniel, 529 U.S. 473, 484 (2000). When the district court’s denial of
federal habeas relief is based on procedural grounds, “a COA should issue
when the prisoner shows, at least, that jurists of reason would find it
debatable whether the petition states a valid claim of the denial of a
constitutional right and that jurists of reason would find it debatable whether
the district court was correct in its procedural ruling.” Slack, 529 U.S. at
484.

Townsend does not meaningfully challenge the district court’s finding
that he failed to obtain this court’s authorization to file a successive § 2254
application. As such, Townsend has abandoned the only cognizable issue for
appeal. See Hughes v. Johnson, 191 F.3d 607, 613 (5th Cir. 1999); Yohey ».
Collins, 985 F.2d 222, 225 (5th Cir. 1993). Accordingly, he has failed to show
that reasonable jurists could debate the district court’s dismissal of his § 2254
application. See Slack,529 U.S. at 484. His motion fora COA is DENIED.

To the extent Townsend’s filings are liberally construed as
alternatively moving for authorization to file a successive § 2254 application,
the motion is DENIED), as Townsend fails to make a prima facie showing
that he satisfies the requisite criteria for obtaining authorization to file a
successive § 2254 application. See 28 U.S.C. § 2244(b)(2), (b)(3)(C).



