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George I. Johnson appeals the district court’s denial of his petition for

habeas corpus relief.  See 28 U.S.C. § 2254.  We affirm.
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The trial involved a shooting at a California Highway Patrol officer.1

By the way, both the prosecutor and the defense told the jury that it should2

not be affected by the mere presence of the officers.  

2

The sole issue on this appeal is whether the presence in the courtroom

gallery of a substantial number of uniformed and armed California Highway Patrol

officers  as voluntary spectators at the trial violated Johnson’s right to a fair trial. 1

However, the state did not ask the officers to be there, nor were they disruptive or

ill behaved.2

The Supreme Court has instructed us that there is no clearly established

Supreme Court law on the subject of nondisruptive “spectator conduct” as opposed

to “state-sponsored courtroom practices.”  Carey v. Musladin, 549 U.S. 70, 76, 127

S. Ct. 649, 653, 166 L. Ed. 2d 482 (2006).  Therefore, the decision of the

California courts cannot have been “contrary to or an unreasonable application of

clearly established federal law.”  Id. at 77, 127 S. Ct. at 654.  

AFFIRMED.


