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Na’Donte Larrimore, a California state prisoner, appeals the district court’s

denial of his 28 U.S.C. § 2254 habeas petition.  Larrimore argues he was denied his

Sixth Amendment right to confront a witness, Nancy Cornista, when the state trial

court allowed the continued reading of Cornista’s preliminary hearing testimony
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even after the court learned that she had contacted the prosecutor’s office and had

become potentially available.  There is no dispute concerning the trial court’s

earlier ruling the witness was then unavailable.  

Larrimore’s claim that he did not have an adequate opportunity to cross-

examine Cornista at the preliminary hearing is procedurally barred.  See Coleman

v. Thompson, 501 U.S. 722, 750 (1991).  By stating only that he “object[ed] for the

record,” Larrimore failed to raise a timely and specific objection as required by

California law.  See People v. Waidla, 22 Cal. 4th 690, 726 n.8 (2000).  As to

Larrimore’s contention that the trial court should have further explored Cornista’s

potential future availability, we hold that the state court of appeal was not

unreasonable in concluding that the witness remained unavailable to provide

testimony.  See 28 U.S.C. § 2254(d)(1).  

AFFIRMED.


