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Before:  RYMER, McKEOWN, and PAEZ, Circuit Judges. 

California state prisoner Steven Eric Walker appeals pro se from the district

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

jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2253, and we affirm.
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Walker contends that the Board of Prison Terms violated his due process

rights by delaying his parole hearings in violation of California Penal Code         

§§ 3000, 3041, and 3041.5.  The California Court of Appeal’s decision denying

Walker’s claim was neither contrary to, nor an unreasonable application of, clearly

established Supreme Court law.  See 28 U.S.C. § 2254(d)(1); see also Estelle v.

McGuire, 502 U.S. 61, 67-70 (1991).

We decline to consider Walker’s claim of cruel and unusual punishment as

he raised it for the first time on appeal.  See Morgan v. Bunnell, 24 F.3d 49, 52 (9th

Cir. 1994).

AFFIRMED.


