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Victor Crawford appeals the district court’s denial of his habeas corpus

petition under 28 U.S.C. § 2254.  We affirm. 
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The California Court of Appeal’s determination that sufficient evidence

supported Crawford’s conviction for kidnapping to commit robbery was neither

contrary to, nor an unreasonable application of, Supreme Court precedent.  See 28

U.S.C. § 2254(d).  The appellate court reasonably concluded that “any rational trier

of fact could have found the essential elements of the crime beyond a reasonable

doubt,” Jackson v. Virginia, 443 U.S. 307, 319 (1979), because: (1) Crawford’s

first expression after kidnapping the victim was to question whether the victim had

any money; and (2) Crawford forcibly moved the victim to a secluded area several

blocks from the bus stop before questioning him, which a jury could reasonably

conclude was done to prevent others from discovering Crawford’s robbery attempt. 

To the extent Crawford argues that he did not use the force necessary to constitute

a robbery, the state court reasonably rejected this as well, for the requisite "force or

fear" could be inferred from the victim’s testimony. 

AFFIRMED. 


