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California state prisoner Steven Lee Varnum appeals from the district

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

jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 2253, and we affirm.
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Varnum contends that the state court’s denial of his motion to suppress his

confession was a violation of his Fifth Amendment right to silence and counsel

under Miranda v Arizona, 384 U.S. 436 (1966).  The state court denial of

Varnum’s motion was not an unreasonable determination of the facts and was

neither contrary to, nor an unreasonable application of, clearly established law as

determined by the Supreme Court of the United States.  See 28 U.S.C. § 2254(d);

Davis v. United States, 512 U.S. 452, 459 (1994) (invocation of Miranda right to

counsel must be unambiguous such that a reasonable officer in light of the

circumstances would understand the statement to be invoking the right to counsel).

AFFIRMED.


