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Before:  SCHROEDER, HAWKINS, and GOULD, Circuit Judges. 

California state prisoner Thomas Le’Roy Hennagan, Jr., appeals from the

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

his 2000 conviction for vehicle theft and receiving stolen property.  We have
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jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 2253, and we affirm.

Hennagan first contends that his trial and appellate counsel rendered

ineffective assistance.  The state court’s rejection of this claim was not contrary to,

or an unreasonable application of Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 687-97

(1984).  See 28 U.S.C. § 2254(d)(1).

Hennagan next contends that the trial court’s denial of his motion for new

trial and the admission into evidence of his prior conviction for vehicle theft

violated his constitutional rights.  The state court’s determination that Hennagan’s

constitutional rights were not violated was also not contrary to, or an unreasonable

application of, clearly established United States Supreme Court precedent.  See 28

U.S.C. § 2254(d)(1); see also Estelle v. McGuire, 502 U.S. 62, 67-70 (1991).

Last, to the extent Hennagan challenges the application of California law,

such challenges are not cognizable in federal habeas proceedings.  See 28 U.S.C.  

§ 2254(a); Lewis v. Jeffers, 497 U.S. 764, 780 (1990) (“[F]ederal habeas corpus

relief does not lie for errors of state law[.]”).

Marylou Elin Hillberg’s motion to withdraw as Hennagan’s counsel is

granted. 

Hennagan’s motion to substitute counsel is denied.  

AFFIRMED.


