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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
MIDDLE DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
ORLANDO DIVISION
WARREN L. SIMS,
Petitioner,
V. CASE NO. 6:11-cv-1940-0rl-31GJK
SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF
CORRECTIONS, et al.,

Respondents.

ORDER

This case is before the Court on a petitionhfaloeas relief filed pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2254
by Petitioner Warren L. Sims (“Petitioner”) (Doc. 6, filed December 21, 2011). Respondents filed a
response to the petition in compliance wvitiis Court’s instructions and with thRules Governing
Section 2254 Cases in the United States District Cdlit. 19). Petitioner filed a reply to the
response (Doc. 30).

Petitioner raises three claims for relief in histen. Petitioner claims that: (1) a State witness
recanted trial testimony that implicated Petitionarimes he did not commit; (2) the State committed
a Giglio violation by knowingly presenting false testimangm the witness who later recanted; and
(3) trial counsel was ineffective for failing to apmtely cross-examine the witness regarding her plea
agreement with the State (Doc. 6 at 4-11). For the reasons set forth below, the petition is denied.

l. Facts and Procedural History

On September 24, 2007, Petitioner was chargegbgnd amended information with burglary
of a dwelling with a firearm (count one), possesf a firearm/ammunition by a felon (count two),

grand theft of greater than $300.00 but less $2(h000 (count three), and grand theft of statutory
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property (count four) (App. A at 55).After a jury trial on the burglary and grand theft charges,
Petitioner was found guilty obeints one, three, and foud. at 86-88. The charge of possession of a
firearm by a convicted felon wa®l prossedid. at 105. Petitioner was sentenced to life in prithn.

at 108-121. Petitioner’s convictions and sentence pareuriamaffirmed by the Hth District Court

of Appeal (App. E at 21Sims v. State27 So. 3d 43 (Fla. 5th DCA 2010)).

Petitioner filed an amended motion for post-conviction relief pursuant to Florida Rule of
Criminal Procedure 3.850 (“3.850 motion”), raising the same grounds as are raised in the instant
petition (App. F at 26). The trial court denied thetion with a written opinion, and the Fifth District
Court of Appeaper curiamaffirmed (App. G at 335ims v. State/5 So. 3d 295 (Fla. 5th DCA 2011)).

. L egal Standards

A. Standard of Review under the Antiterranin Effective Death Penalty Act (“AEDPA”)
Pursuant to the AEDPA, federal habeas relief may not be granted with respect to a claim
adjudicated on the merits in state court unless the adjudication of the claim:
(2) resulted in a decision that was contrary to, or involved an unreasonable
application of, clearly established Federal law, as determined by the Supreme

Court of the United States; or

(2) resulted in a decision that 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(dBrown v. Patton544 U.S. 133, 141 (2009)rice v. Vincent538 U.S. 634, 638-
39 (2003). A state court’'s summary rejection alam, even without explanation, qualifies as an
adjudication on the merits, and deference is warrarfietdguson v. Calliper527 F.3d 1144, 1146

(11th Cir. 2008).

! Unless otherwise noted, citations to tlexord refer to the appendices filed with
Respondents response to the petition (Doc. 21).
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“Clearly established federal law” consists of the governing legal principles, rather tdamahe
set forth in the decisions ofdhUnited States Supreme Court at the time the state court issues its
decision.Carey v. Musladin549 U.S. 70, 74 (2006) (citingyilliams v. Tayloy 529 U.S. 362, 412
(2000)). A decision is “contrary to” clearly establidiederal law if the state court either: (1) applied
arule that contradicts the governing law set fogtlsupreme Court case law; or (2) reached a different
result from the Supreme Court when facethwnaterially indistinguishable fact®Vvard v. Hal| 592
F.3d 1144, 1155 (11th Cir. 2010Jiitchell v. Esparza540 U.S. 12, 16 (2003).

A state court decision involves an “unreadaeaapplication” of the Supreme Court’s
precedents if the state court correctly identifieginverning legal principle, but applies it to the facts
of the petitioner’s case in an objectively unreasonable maBrarn 544 U.S. at 134Bottoson v.
Moore, 234 F.3d 526, 531 (11th Cir. 2000) or, “if the stapurt either unreasonably extends a legal
principle from [Supreme Court] precedent to amm®ntext where it shouldot apply or unreasonably
refuses to extend that principle to a new context where it should afpbgtdoson 234 F.3d at 531
(quotingWilliams, 529 U.S. at 406). The unreasonable @ggilbn inquiry “requires the state court
decision to be more than incorrect or erroneous,” rather, it must be “objectively unreasonable.”
Lockyer v. Andradeb38 U.S. 63, 75-77 (2003) (citation omitteljtchell, 540 U.S. at 17-18Nard,

592 F.3d at 1155.

Finally, the Supreme Court hasudfied that: “a decision adjudicated on the merits in a state
court and based on a factual determination willbeodverturned on factlgrounds unless objectively
unreasonable in light of the evidence préaed in the state-court proceedingiller—El v. Cockrell
537 U.S. 322, 340 (2003) (dictum). When reviewirngpam under 8 2254(d), a federal court must bear
in mind that any “determination of a factual issmade by a State court shall be presumed to be

correct,” and the petitioner bears “the burden btiteng the presumption of correctness by clear and
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convincing evidence.” 28 U.S.C. § 2254(¢)@ee e.g. Miller-EI537 U.S. at 340 (explaining that a
federal court can disagree with a state cofat®ial finding and, when guided by AEDPA, “conclude
the decision was unreasonable or that the factual premise was incorrect by clear and convincing
evidence”);Jones v. Walker469 F.3d 1216, 1226-27 (11th Cir. 20@Adlding that 8 2254(d)'s
“unreasonable determination” standard “must be met by clear and convincing evidence,” and
concluding that that standard was satisfied wphas®mner showed “clearly and convincingly” that the
state court's decision “contain[ed] amfteasonable determination’ of fact.”).

B. Standard for Ineffective Assistance of Counsel

The standards set forth$trickland v. Washingtod66 U.S. 668 (1984), are applicable to the
claims of ineffective assistance of counsel raised in this casé&tribkland the Supreme Court
established a two-part test for determining whether a convicted person is entitled to relief on the ground
that his counsel rendered ineffective assistangeviigther counsel’s performance was deficient and
fell below an objective standard of reasonableness; and (2) whether the deficient performance
prejudiced the defenseStrickland 466 U.S. at 687-8&ee also Bobby Van Hook30 S. Ct. 13, 16
(2009). Therefore, a habeas court's review of a claim undesttlokland standard is “doubly
deferential.”Cullen v. Pinholsterl31 S. Ct. 1388, 1403 (2011) (quotihgowles v. Mirzayan5b56
U.S. 111, 113 (2009) (citingarborough v. Gentry640 U.S. 1, 5-6 (2003)))Because both parts of
the Stricklandtest must be satisfied in order to demuate a violation of the Sixth Amendment, a
district court need not address the performgmogg if the petitioner cannot meet the prejudice prong,

or vice versaHolladay v. Haley209 F.3d 1243, 1248 (11th Cir. 2000).

The focus of inquiry under the performance prong is “reasonableness under prevailing

professional normsS3trickland 466 U.S. at 688-89. A court must adhere to a strong presumption that
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“counsel’s conduct falls within the widermge of reasonable professional assistarggi¢kland 466
U.S. at 689. The petitioner bears the heavy burdgrdee, by a preponderance of the evidence, that
counsel’s performance was unreasonatdleries v. Campbel36 F.3d 1285, 1293 (11th Cir. 2006).
A court must “judge the reasonableness of counsetiduct on the facts of tiparticular case, viewed
as of the time of counsel's conducRbe v. Flores-Ortega528 U.S. 470, 477 (2000) (quoting
Strickland 466 U.S. at 690), applyireg‘highly deferential” level of judicial scrutinyd. “To state the
obvious: the trial lawyers, in every case, could hdwee something more or something different. So,
omissions are inevitable. But, the issue is not whpossible or ‘what is prudent or appropriate, but
only what is constitutionally compelled Chandler v. United State218 F.3d 1305, 1313 (11th Cir.
2000)(quotingBurger v. Kemp483 U.S. 776, 794 (1987)).

As to the prejudice prong 8trickland Petitioner's burden of demonstrating prejudice is high.
Wellington v. Moorg314 F.3d 1256, 1260 (11th Cir. 2002). Prejutiieguires showing that counsel's
errors were so serious as to deprive the defenafaatfair trial, a trialwhose result is reliable.”
Strickland 466 U.S. at 687. That is, ‘fi¢ defendant must show that there is a reasonable probability
that, but for counsel's unprofessional errors, tealt®f the proceeding would have been different.”
Id. at 694. A reasonable probability “a probability sufficient to undermine confidence in the

outcome.”Strickland 466 U.S. at 694.

[I1.  Analysis

’In Lockhart v. Fretwell 506 U.S. 364, 372 (1993), the United States Supreme Court
clarified that the prejudice prong of the test doeisfocus solely on mere outcome determination;
rather, to establish prejudice, a criminal defendargt show that counsel’s deficient representation
rendered the result of the trial fundamentally unfair or unreliable.
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a. Claims One and Twb

In Claim One Petitioner alleges that post-trial, his co-defendant, Dana Johnson (“Johnson”),
recanted the trial testimony which had implicated Petitioner of crimes he did not commit (Doc. 6 at 4).
Plaintiff alleges that without Johnson'’s false trégtimony, he would have been acquitted because “no
evidence existed that could reasonably establish the elements of armed burglary and the grand theft
offense but for Ms. Johnson’s false testimony.” (App. F af 38)Claim Two, Petitioner alleges that
the state attorney, Elizabeth Purdy (“Purdkihpwingly presented Johnson’s false testimony during
his trial, thus committing &iglio® violation (Doc. 6 at 6).

In support of his claims, Petitioner attaclestatement from Johnson, notarized on June 16,
2010, in which Johnson attests the following: Shadenseveral untrue and incriminating statements

about [Petitioner]” in a taped statement to the pddicihe time of her arresafter almost a year in

¥ Respondents argue that Claims One anéd have not been properly exhausted because,
the only issue Petitioner specifically argued todttage appellate court regarding Claims One and
Three was the lower court’s failure to hold an ewigary hearing (Doc. 19 at5). Petitioner counters
that the unpublished Eleventh Circuit decisiorDarity v. Secretary, D.O.C244 Fed. Appx. 982
(11th Cir. 2007) recognizes thagcause Florida Rule of AppekeProcedure § 9.141(b)(2)(C) does
not require briefs or oral argument in order to file an appeal, there is no need for a petitioner to
specifically raise his constitutional claims in the state appellate brief in order to satisfy the federal
exhaustion requirement. Although the underlying state case relied upantyis no longer the
decisional law of the Fifth Disttt Court of Appeal, at the time Petitioner filed his appeal, he was
not obligated to specifically raised fully address his constitutional issues in his appellate brief.
Accordingly, these claims are not procedurabyred and will be addressed on the meSieée Web
v. State 757 So. 2d 608 (Fla. 5th DCA 2000) (movamt dot waive issue by failing to plead it in
initial brief on appeal from summadgnial of post-conviction motiondyerruled byward v. State
19 So. 3d 1960 (Fla. 5th DCA October 2, 2009) (isswsaised in brief from summary denial of
Rule 3.850 are abandoned).

“*Petitioner has provided no supporting argumentHerclaims in his federal petition. His
arguments are therefore, taken from his amended Rule 3.850 motion (App. F).

°Giglio v. United States405 U.S. 150 (1972) (the failure of the prosecution to inform the
jury that a witness had been promised lenien@xchange for testimony constituted a violation of
due process).



county jail, she was offered a five year sentence if she testified truthfully at Petitioner’s trial; she
intended to testify truthfully at trial in order toorrect” the false information that she had given the
police; during a deposition, she attempted to cotrectnformation that she had given to the police
by claiming that she never saw Petitioner with stakenchandise; however, she was advised by Purdy
that if she didn’t cooperate, she would face life in prison; shéaldy that she had been upset with
Petitioner when she talked to the police because she thought he had told the police about her
involvement in the burglary; Purdy told her thaghk did not testify to the same information she gave
the police in her taped statement, her plea o¥fmrld be revoked and she would face life in prison;
Purdy played the taped statement Johnson had made to the police and told her where to “embellish”;
during trial, she attempted to correct her statements to police but “Purdy stopped me [and] tried to make
me go along with the lies when | argued she threaten open court to take back my [five year]
sentencel[.]” (Doc. 1-1 at 1-2).

Petitioner raised these claims in his Rule 3.850 motion, and the post-conviction court denied
Claim One on the basis that Johnson’s testimony was not the only evidence linking Petitioner to the
charges. The court concluded that there wasasonable probability that the alleged new testimony
would lead to an acquittal on re-trial (Ex. E4&). The post-conviction court denied Claim Two on
the basis that Petitioner’s allegation that theeStabwingly presented false testimony was refuted by
the record (App. F at48). Plaifithas not demonstrated that theposnviction court’s determinations
were contrary to clearly established federal precedent or based upon an unreasonable determination of

the facts.

1. Johnson’s recanted testimony is not an independent ground for habeas relief



The United States Supreme Court has recogrimad”[c]laims ofactual innocence based on
newly discovered evidence have never been hedtate a ground for federal habeas relief absent an
independent constitutional violation occurringe underlying state criminal proceedingiérrera
v. Colling 506 U.S. 390, 400 (1993). Petitioner strongly asgihat this is not a claim of “actual
innocence,” but rather a claim of “newly discoveestitlence.” (Doc. 30 at 7). This argument is of
no avail; recanted testimony, no matter the label, imrstand-alone basis for federal habeas corpus
relief. Browlee v. Haley306 F.3d 1043, 1065 (11th Cir. 2002). Itis not a habeas court's role to make
its own determination of a petitioner's guilt onocence based upon evidence that has emerged after
trial. 1d. at 1065. “This rule is grounded in the princifflat federal habeas courts sit to ensure that
individuals are not imprisoned in violationtbe Constitution—not to correct errors of fa¢iérrera,

506 U.S. at 400. Accordingly, without an indegent constitutional violation, Claim One fails.
2. Petitioner has not demonstrated a Giglio violation

In this case, Petitioner argues that the prosecution’s knowing use of perjured testimony
amounted to a constitutional violation. Specificallytititmer alleges that prior to his trial, Johnson
was interviewed by prosecutor Purdy regarding adapetement that Johnson had made to the police
“where she had falsely implicated [Petitioner]arburglary (App. F at 37). Johnson told Purdy that
she had accused Petitioner in her statement to tioe pecause she was upset with him at the time of
her arrest. Purdy told Johnson that if she didestify in accordance wither prior statement, the
five-year plea agreement would be witkain and she would face life in prisotd.

Petitioner raised this issue in his Rule 3.85Q@iomy and the post-conviction court denied the
claim. Petitioner identifies no defect in the state court’s fact-finding process, nor does a review of the

record reveal any fact that was unreasonably determined by the state court. Accordingly, this Court



will proceed under 28 U.S.C. § 2254(d)(1) to determine whether the state court’s conclusion resulted
in a decision that was contrary to,iovolved an unreasonable application@iglio v. United States.

UnderGiglio, the prosecution's knowing use of material false evidence regarding a witness'
motivation to testify violates due proceg)5 U.S. 150 (1972). This rule applies whether the
prosecution actually solicited therpered testimony or whether tipeosecution permitted the testimony
to stand uncorrected after learning of its faldiyat 153. To establish@iglio violation, a defendant
must demonstrate that: (1) the testimony was f&d¢he state knew the testimony was false; and (3)
there was a reasonable likelihood that the false tesiimoould have affected the judgment of the jury.

De Marco v. United State928 F.2d 1074 (11th Cir. 1998 uzman v. Staj868 So. 2d 498, 505 (Fla.
2003). The Eleventh Circuit has recognized that “[t]he thru&tiglio and its progeny has been to
ensure that the jury know the facts tiraght motivate a witness in giving testimongith v. Kemp
715 F.2d 1459, 1467 (11th Cir. 1983).

The state court did not unreasonably determine that the instant facts do not implicate the
concerns raised i®iglio. First, the state court determined that Purdy had not knowingly presented
false testimony at trial because Johnson had been reminded in court that she had agreed to testify
truthfully in accordance with thertes of her plea agreement (App. F at 48). The trial transcript shows

that Johnson was admonished by Purdy to testitirfilly and that the jury knew that Johnson had

®The prosecutor ifiglio had allowed to go uncorrecteckttrial testimony of his principal
witness that he had made no deal with the gowem. In reality, the witness, had received a
promise that he would not be prosecuted iftéstified against Giglio. Concluding that the
prosecutor's failure to correct the withess'sefaltatement was incompatible with rudimentary
demands of justice, the Supreme Court reverBeel Court reasoned that the prosecutor has a duty
to disclose evidence affecting a witness's credilalig that the prosecutor's failure to disclose such
evidence warrants a new trial if “ ‘the falsstiemony could . . . in any reasonable likelihood have
affected the judgment of the jury.ld. at 154 (quotingNapue v. lllinois360 U.S. 264, 271(1959)).
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been told that if she did not testify truthfully, her plea would get withdrawn:

PURDY: And part of — just so we gttis all on the record — part of your
plea — you took a plea in this case, didn’t you?

JOHNSON: Yes, | did.

PURDY: And what is your sentence?

JOHNSON: My sentence is five years.

PURDY: Five years what?

JOHNSON: Five years Department of Corrections, prison.

PURDY: And part of that plea agreemt was that you were to testify
truthfully in this cause, wasn't it?

JOHNSON: Yes.

PURDY: And if you don't testify trdtfully, you understand your plea gets
withdrawn and you get tried jubke [Petitioner], face whatever
happens to you at that point?

JOHNSON: Right.

(App. B at 132-33). On cross-examination, Johnsomagated that she was only testifying at trial
“to get a good deal from the sdt(App. B at 160). Johnson’s positiand motivation for testifying
at Petitioner’s trial were clear to the jury. Becatlmejury was aware of Johnson’s situation, it could
test her credibility and take her threatened posture into consideration.

Next, the post-conviction court determined thattnson “was a somewhat difficult witness for
the State.” (App. F at 48). At trial, portions ohhson’s original statements to the police were played
where Johnson told police that Petitioner had loagbeike eighteen guns in [his] truck” and left by

himself (App. B at 176-177). However, when shdified at trial, Johnson backed away from her

statement that Petitioner had “eighteen or ninetgans. Instead, she testified that she hadlozdyd
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that Petitioner had guns, but tha¢ $tad not actually seen Petitioner with guns. On cross-examination,
Johnson reiterated that she never saw Petitiaitarguns (App. B at 153). Neither Petitioner, nor
Johnson’s notarized statement indicate which of Johastatements at trial were false. Even though
Johnson’s trial testimony was inconsistent with her sworn statements to the police, no exculpatory
evidence was withheld from the jury. A prosecutas no duty to correct that which is not false.
United States v. Merp866 F.2d 1304, 1309 (11th Cir. 1989). Aatingly, this claim fails under the
first prong ofGiglio.

To the extent that Petitioner now claims th&tglio violation occurred when the State played
the taped statement Johnson had made to the police, Petitioner misund@wfiamd¥heGiglio rule
is not intended to withhold information from a jury; rather, the purpo&eghi and its progeny is “to
insure that the jury knows the facts timaight motivate a witness in giving testimonyBtown v.
Wainwright 785 F.2d 1457, 1465 (11th Cir.1986) (quotBgith v. Kempr15 F.2d 1459, 1467 (11th
Cir. 1983)). The prosecutor's alleged threatitbdvaw the plea agreement if Johnson did not testify
truthfully at Petitioner's trial could not have affected Johnson's earlier statements to thé gdalice.
addition, the jury was fully aware of informatitimat could have motivated Johnson to make false
statements to the police. Johnson testifiedghatand Petitioner had dated and that Petitioner ran off
with Johnson’s belongings after she helped hiraioka vehicle (App. B at 121, 141). Johnson testified
that she was arrested while in the process of “trying to recover veheduwld that [Petitioner] took
from [her].”Id. at 142. Accordingly, Johnson’s motivatibehind her statement to the police was not

withheld from the jury. The government does not viotiglio simply by offering the testimony of

"Contrary to the notarized statement from Johnson, Purdy did not “threaten in open court
to take back [Johnson’s] 5 yr sentence.” (Doc. 1-1 at 2).
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a witness that has made prior inconsistent s&tésror who has a poor reputation for truthfuln8se,
e.g., Hays v. Alabam@&5 F.3d 1492, 1499 (11th Cir. 1996). Mareonsistency of statements is not
perjury, and not every inconsistent statement is matéggda v. Dugge©941 F.2d 1551, 1557 (11th
Cir. 1991) (because the jury was made awareaainsistent statement, the false testimony could not
affect the judgment of the jury).

Under the facts of this case,@alio violation occurred. Because Gaglio violation occurred,
Claim Two fails under 28 U.S.C. § 2254(d)(1).

B. Claim Three

In Claim Three, Petitioner alleges that counga$ ineffective for failing to adequately cross
examine Johnson about her plea agreement with PDoity 6 at 7). Specifically, Petitioner takes issue
with counsel’s failure to bring out the fact tllathnson faced a potential life sentence without a plea
agreement (App. F at 41). Paiiter raised this ground in his Rule 3.850 motion, and the post-
conviction court denied the claim because Petitionked#o establish that counsel’s performance was
deficient regarding this matter:

The transcript demonstrates that the teoitee plea agreement were presented to the

jury. Ms. Johnson testified that her plea agreement entailed five years in the

Department of Corrections provided she testified truthfully at the Defendant’s trial.

Further, she testified that she was a ccied felon and had been convicted of eight

felonies. On cross-examination, the Defant’s counsel reiterated that Ms. Johnson

was only testifying at trial because she agteeas part of her pa agreement with the

State. Moreover, counsel conferred wille Defendant before ending his cross-

examination of Ms. Johnson and, after spegkvith the Defendant, he stated to the

Court that they were “good.” The Defemtldnas failed to establish that counsel’s

performance was deficient regarding this matter.

(Ex. F at 49). Petitioner deerot explain how the state court@nclusions were contrary to clearly

established federal law or based upon an unreasonable determination of the facts.
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Counsel cross-examined Johnson at length about her biases, motives for testifying, and
inconsistent statements (App. B at 154-60théugh counsel did not spécally ask Johnson about
the sentence she faced if she wad testify, Johnson reiterated that the was testifying at Petitioner’s
trial so that she could get a good deal from the $fgpp. B at 160). A review of the transcript shows
that counsel’s cross-examination of Johnsonabgesctively reasonable, indeed thorough. Petitioner’'s
assertion that counsel should have delved irtptitential penalties Johnson faced if she did not accept
the plea agreement from the state is unavailing: ttéaeineffectiveness is not whether counsel could
have done more; “perfection is not requiraaters v. Thomad6 F.3d 1506, 1518 (11th Cir. 1995).
The post-conviction court did not unreasonably agptiycklandwhen reaching its decision that
counsel had not rendered deficient performance. This claim fails under 28 U.S.C. § 2254(d)(1).

Any of Petitioner's allegations not specificalijdaessed herein have been found to be without
merit.

V. Certificate of Appealability

Petitioner is not entitled to a certificate @pealability. A prisoner seeking a writ of habeas
corpus has no absolute entittement to appeabtuiai court's denial ohis petition. 28 U.S.C. §
2253(c)(1). Rather, a district court must first esaicertificate of appealidity (COA). “A[COA] may
issue ... only if the applicant has made a substafhtting of the denial of a constitutional right.” 28
U.S.C. 8§ 2253(c)(2). To make such a showingitiBeer “must demonstrate that reasonable jurists
would find the district court's assessment of the constitutional claims debatable or issngrd v.
Dretke 542 U.S. 274, 282 (2004) (quotiBtack v. McDanigl529 U.S. 473, 484 (2000)), or that “the
issues presented were ‘adequate to deserve encouragement to proceed fitillesEl, 537 U.S.

at 335-36. Petitioner has not made the requisite showing in these circumstances.
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Because Petitioner is not entitled to a certificdtappealability, he is not entitled to appeal
forma pauperis.

Accordingly, it iSORDERED AND ADJUDGED as follows:

1. The Amended Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus (Doc. 14) filed by Warren L. Sims is
DENIED, and this case BISMISSED WITH PREJUDICE.

2. Petitioner iDENIED a Certificate of Appealability.

3. The Clerk of the Court is directed to enter judgment accordingly and close this case.

DONE AND ORDERED at Orlando, Florida, this 19th day of December, 2012.

GRECORY A. PRESNELL
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE

SA: OrlP-4 12/19
Copies to:

Warren L. Sims

All Parties of Record
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