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California state prisoner Kevin Glen Rikard appeals pro se 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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Rikard contends that his due process rights were violated because he was not

permitted to allocute at sentencing.  Contrary to Rikard’s contention, the state

court’s decision rejecting this claim was not contrary to, or an unreasonable

application of, clearly established federal law, as determined by the Supreme Court

in Hill v. United States, 368 U.S. 424, 428 (1962).  See 28 U.S.C. § 2254(d)(1); see

also Duhaime v. Ducharme, 200 F.3d 597, 600 (9th Cir. 2000) (“[B]ecause of the

1996 AEDPA amendments, [this court] can no longer reverse a state court decision

merely because that decision conflicts with Ninth Circuit precedent on a federal

Constitutional issue.”).

Rikard’s motion to expand the certificate of appealability is denied because

he has not made a “substantial showing of the denial of a constitutional right” as to

that additional claim.  See 28 U.S.C. § 2253(c)(2); 9th Cir. R. 22-1(e); see also

Mendez v. Small, 298 F.3d 1154, 1158 (9th Cir. 2002) (“A state court has the last

word on the interpretation of state law.”).

AFFIRMED.


