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Doc.

INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

Martin Leon Corral, No. CV-16-00640-TUC-JGZ
Petitioner, ORDER

V.

Charles Ryan, et al.,

Regpondents.

Pending before the Court is a Repand Recommendation issued by Unitg
States Magistrate Judge D. Thomas FKerrgDoc 17.) Magistrate Judge Ferral
recommends dismissing Petitioner’'s § 2254ehahed Petition for Wribf Habeas Corpus
because Petitioner fails to suffently allege any ground for federal habeas reli
Magistrate Judge Ferraro recommds, in the alternative, th&@round Two be denied or
the merits. Id.)

A review of the record reflestthat the parties have not filed any objections to
Report and Recommendation ane time to file objections has expired. As such, t
Court will not consider any géctions or new evidence.

Upon review of the record, the Countill adopt Magistrate Judge Ferraro’
recommendations.See 28 U.S.C. 8§ 636(b)(1}ed. R. Civ. P. 72Thomas v. Arn, 474
U.S. 140, 149-54 (1985).

Before Petitioner can appeal this Cosifidgment, a certificate of appealabilit
(COA) must issue.See 28 U.S.C. §2253(c); Fed. R. ApB. 22(b)(1); Rule 11(a) of thg
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Rules Governing Section 225@ases. “The district aurt must issue or deny &
certification of appealability when enters a final order adverso the applicant.” Rule
11(a) of the Rules Governing Sien 2254 Cases. Pursuaat28 U.S.C. 8§ 2253(c)(2), 8
COA may issue only whethe petitioner “has made a sulvdgial showing of the denial of
a constitutional right.” The court mushdicate which specific issues satisfy th
showing. See 28 U.S.C. 82253(c)(3)With respect to claims jected on the merits, 3
petitioner “must demonstrate ah reasonable jurists woulfind the district court’s
assessment of the constitutibnmims debatable or wrongSack v. McDaniel, 529 U.S.
473, 484 (2000). For procedural rulings, @& will issue only if reasonable jurists coulg
debate whether the petition states a validhtlaf the denial of a constitutional right an
whether the court’s procadal ruling was correct.ld. Applying these standards, th
Court concludes that a certifieashould not issu@s the resolution dhe petition is not
debatable among reasonable jurists. Accordingly,

IT IS ORDERED that:

1. Magistrate Judge Ferraro’s Repa@and Recommendation (Doc. 17) i
ADOPTED;

2. Petitioner'sAmended Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus (Doc. 4) i
DENIED;

3. The Clerk of Court il enter judgment accordity and close the file in
this action.

Dated this 18th day of July, 2018.
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United States District Judge
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