
This disposition is not appropriate for publication and is not precedent    *

except as provided by Ninth Circuit Rule 36-3.

The panel unanimously finds this case suitable for decision without    **

oral argument.  See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2).

NOT FOR PUBLICATION

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

 FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT 

RONALD DENNIS BLAMEY,

                    Petitioner - Appellant,

   v.

TOM L. CAREY; STATE OF

CALIFORNIA,

                    Respondents - Appellees.

No. 08-16013

D.C. No. 2:04-cv-01256-LKK-

DAD

MEMORANDUM  
*

Appeal from the United States District Court

for the Eastern District of California

Lawrence K. Karlton, District Judge, Presiding

Submitted June 16, 2009**  

Before:  PAEZ, TALLMAN and N.R. SMITH, Circuit Judges.

Ronald Dennis Blamey, a California state prisoner, appeals pro se from the

district court’s judgment denying his 28 U.S.C. § 2254 habeas petition.  We have

jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2253, review the district court’s ruling on a
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habeas petition de novo, Moore v. Czerniak, 534 F.3d 1128, 1135–36 (9th Cir.

2008), and affirm.  

Blamey contends that (1) the prosecution improperly failed to disclose

evidence favorable to his defense; (2) his trial counsel rendered ineffective

assistance; (3) his appellate counsel rendered ineffective assistance; and

(4) evidentiary rulings by the trial court deprived him of the right to present a

complete defense.  We agree with the district court that even if the alleged errors

were constitutional violations, Blamey cannot demonstrate he was prejudiced by

any of the alleged errors by the prosecution, trial counsel, or appellate counsel.  See

Strickler v. Greene, 527 U.S. 263, 289 (1999); Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S.

668, 693–94 (1984).  We further agree that the California Court of Appeals

reasonably determined that any alleged evidentiary error did not rise to a

constitutional magnitude, and that even if it did, there was no prejudice.  See

Montana v. Egelhoff, 518 U.S. 37, 42–43, 52–53 (1996) (plurality); Neder v.

United States, 527 U.S. 1, 18–19 (1999).

AFFIRMED.


