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PER CURI AM

Thomas L. MIler, an Arkansas inmate, brought a 28 U S.C. § 2254
petition asserting that the evidence was insufficient to support his three
state drug convictions, and that his trial counsel was ineffective. The
district court! dismssed the petition as procedurally barred, rejecting
Mller's assertion of ineffective assistance as cause. M/l ler appeals.
Havi ng revi ewed

The Honorable Henry L. Jones, Jr., United States Magistrate
Judge for the Eastern District of Arkansas, to whomthe case was
referred for final disposition by consent of the parties pursuant
to 28 U S.C. § 636(c).



the record, we conclude that MIIler cannot show he was prejudiced by his
counsel's performance, and thus we need not determ ne whether that
performance was deficient. See Strickland v. Washington, 466 U S. 668, 697
(1984); see also Lockhart v. Fretwell, 506 U S. 364, 369 (1993) (expl aining
Strickland prejudice standard). As MIler has not established cause to

excuse his state procedural default, see Miurray v. Carrier, 477 U S. 478,

488 (1986), we agree that his federal habeas clains are procedurally
barr ed.

Accordingly, we affirmthe district court's judgnent.
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