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California state prisoner Derek K. Ancrum appeals pro se from the district

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

jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 2253. We review de novo a district court’s denial

of a habeas corpus petition, see Stanley v. Cullen, 633 F.3d 852, 859 (9th Cir.
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2011), and we affirm.

Ancrum contends that the trial court violated his Sixth and Fourteenth
Amendment rights by failing to discharge a juror who committed misconduct by
communicating with a government witness. This contention fails. Under any
standard of review, the record reflects that there was no reasonable probability that
the communication influenced the verdict. See Caliendo v. Warden of California
Men’s Colony, 365 F.3d 691, 697 (9th Cir. 2004).

Ancrum next contends that his trial counsel was constitutionally ineffective
for failing to introduce, challenge, and investigate certain evidence. In light of
the overwhelming evidence of guilt, we conclude that the state court’s rejection of
this claim was not contrary to, or an unreasonable application of, Strickland v.
Washington, 466 U.S. 668 (1984). See 28 U.S.C. § 2254(d)(1); Harrington v.
Richter, 562 U.S. 86, 105 (2011).

Ancrum’s motion to expand the certificate of appealability is denied. See
9th Cir. R. 22-1(e); Hiivala v. Wood, 195 F.3d 1098, 1104-05 (9th Cir. 1999) (per
curiam).

AFFIRMED.
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