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PER CURIAM: 

Paul Martin Hurst appeals the district court’s order denying relief on his 28 U.S.C. 

§ 2254 petition.  The district court granted a certificate of appealability on the question of 

whether trial counsel rendered ineffective assistance by providing incorrect advice or 

failing to correct the trial court’s inaccurate statements of law regarding Hurst’s eligibility 

for parole.  Accordingly, we review de novo the district court’s denial habeas relief.  Long 

v. Hooks, 972 F.3d 442, 457 (4th Cir. 2020) (en banc).   

Where a state court has already adjudicated the merits of a claim raised in a § 2254 

petition, a federal court may not grant habeas relief unless the state court decision was 

“contrary to, or involved an unreasonable application of, clearly established Federal law, 

as determined by the Supreme Court,” or “was based on an unreasonable determination of 

the facts in light of the evidence presented in the State court proceeding.”  28 U.S.C. 

§ 2254(d).  We have reviewed the record and find no reversible error in the district court’s 

conclusion that the state habeas court’s decision was not contrary to, or an unreasonable 

application of, law that has been clearly established by the Supreme Court.  Accordingly, 

we affirm the district court’s order.  Hurst v. West, No. 8:17-cv-02411-TDC (D. Md. 

Mar. 11, 2021).  We dispense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions 

are adequately presented in the materials before this court and argument would not aid the 

decisional process. 

AFFIRMED 

 


