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PER CURI AM

Raphael A. Thomas seeks to appeal the district court’s order
denying relief on his petition filed under 28 U. S. C. AL § 2254 (West
1994 & Supp. 1998). W have reviewed the record and the district
court’s opinion and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we
affirmthat portion of the district court’s order finding all but
one of Thomas’ clai mprocedurally defaulted; we deny a certificate
of appealability and dismss the portion of the district court’s
order which held that the trial court’s jury instruction, regarding

witness credibility, was not reversible error.” See Thomas v.

Corcoran, No. CA-97-2053-AMD (D. M. Cct. 22, 1998). W di spense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED | N PART, DI SM SSED | N PART

" The district court granted a certificate of appealability
only as to whether it correctly applied the doctrine of procedural
default to all but one of Thomas’s cl ains. It did not grant a
certificate of appealability regarding the jury instruction issue,
rather, the court found Thomas failed to neet his burden of show ng
this claimwas not properly adjudicated in the state court’s post
convi ction review proceedi ngs. See 28 U.S.C A § 2254(d) (West
Supp. 1998).



