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Federal prisoner Lloyd George Sinclair appeals pro se from the district

court’s orders denying his motion under 28 U.S.C. § 2255.  We have jurisdiction

under 28 U.S.C. § 2253, and we affirm.
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Sinclair contends that he received ineffective assistance of counsel because

his counsel failed to object, move for a mistrial, or appeal, on Confrontation Clause

grounds to the admission of out-of-court statements by a co-conspirator.  The

district court did not clearly err in determining that Sinclair’s counsel had raised

the issue.  Sinclair has not shown that his attorneys’ performance was deficient or

that, but for counsel’s alleged errors, the result of his proceedings would have been

different.  See Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 687 (1984); United States

v. Allen, 425 F.3d 1231, 1235 (9th Cir. 2005) (admission of a co-conspirator’s

statements does not violate the Confrontation Clause).   

Sinclair also contends that he received ineffective assistance of counsel

because his counsel either failed to advise him or misadvised him of his right to

testify at trial.  Sinclair has not shown that it is reasonably probable that there

would have been a more favorable result in the absence of counsel’s alleged

failings.  See Strickland, 466 U.S. at 687.  Moreover, Sinclair’s conclusory

statements do not entitle him to an evidentiary hearing.  See United States v.

Johnson, 988 F.2d 941, 945 (9th Cir. 1993).

AFFIRMED.


