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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

ERNIE SANDOVAL, ) NO. CV 15-730-SJO (KS)
Petitioner, )
V. ; ORDER ACCEPTING FINDINGS AND
) RECOMMENDATIONSOF UNITED
D.B. LONG, ) STATESMAGISTRATE JUDGE
Respondent. ;
)

Pursuant to 28 U.S.& 636, the Court has reviewed the Petition for Writ of Hab

Corpus (“Petition”), all of theecords herein, the Repaahd Recommendation of Unite

States Magistrate Judge (“Report”), and Ramigr’'s Objections to th Magistrate Judge’s

Report and Recommendation (“Objections”). Rarg to 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(C) and Fe¢
R. Civ. P. 72(b), th€ourt has conductedde novo review of those portions of the Report

which objections have been stated.

The Court notes that, in concert withe Objections, Petitioner filed a Motio
Requesting Leave to Amend ottach (“Motion”), in which he ppears to seek leave to a(
three new evidentiary exhibits tas original Petition. (DktNo. 65.) To tle extent that

Petitioner now seeks leave to amend the Petitlom Motion is DENIED However, to the
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extent that Petitioner asks the €bto consider these exhibigs part of his Objections, th

Motion is GRANTED, and the Got exercises its discretion ttionsider evidence presented

for the first time in objection® a report and recommendatiofee Brown v. Roe, 279 F.3d
742, 744-45 (9th Cir.2002)Jnited Sates v. Howell, 231 F.3d 615, 6222 (9th Cir. 2000).
Having considered Exhibit Ha letter from the California State Bar concerning Petition
relatives’ application for reimbursement from the Client Security FExtjbit W, a letter
from the Montebello Police Department thaé tGourt ordered added to the Petition as
attachment on November 9, 201%eq Dkt. No. 49), and Exhibit X, a statement of fac
submitted to the Los Angeles CdyrDistrict Attorney’s Officeby the Los Angeles Count)

Sheriff's Department on May 12010, the Court concludes thaistievidence does not affe¢

the correctness of the Report’s conclusions.

Having completed its review, the Courtcapts the findings and recommendations
forth in the Report, with the exception of ghierase “from close rangédund in footnote 3 on
page 25 the Report. Accordiy, IT IS ORDEREDthat: (1) the Petitiors DENIED; and (2)
Judgment shall be entered dissnig this action with prejudice.

DATED: May 7, 2016
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S. JAMES OTERO
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE




