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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

ROBERT ARMSTRONG WHITE, *

Petitioner *

Y * Civil Action No. RDB-18-1969
WARDEN, *

Respondent *

*k%k

MEMORANDUM OPINION

Self-represented Petitioner RobArmstrong White filed thi®etition for a Writ of Habeas
Corpus pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2254, challengingdnsictions for first degre rape, first degree
sexual offense and kidnapping time Circuit Courfor Montgomery County, Maryland, on two
grounds: ineffectiveassistance of counseln@ prosecutorial misconduct. (ECF No. 1).
Respondent argues that White’s claims should be denied for lack of merit. (ECF No. 15 at 29).
White filed a Reply in opposition. (ECF No. 20).

No hearing is necessary to resolve the matters pending before this $elrule 8(a),

Rules Governing Section 2254 Cases in the Urfttieades District Courtand Local Rule 105.6
(D. Md. 2016);see also Fisher v. Lee, 215 F. 3d 438, 455 (4th Cir. 200(etitioner not entitled
to a hearing under 28 U.S.C. § 2254(e)(2)). For the reasons stated below, the Petition shall be
denied and a certificate oppealability shall not issue.
BACKGROUND

Two women, “TK” and “EL” were raped iseparate incidents in Montgomery County,

Maryland in 1979. Approximately 30 years latthe Montgomery County Police Department

reopened the investigations and sent semenlsaropllected in each case for DNA testing. The
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samples matched White’s DNA profile in the Combined DNA Index System for offenders. The
DNA analysis matched the forensic evidence withite’s DNA. (ECF No. 15-1 at 196-197).

White was charged in one indictment with the two separate incidents. White requested, and
the State agreed, that eaxdse be tried separatelid.(at 198-199). Both cas were tried before
juries in the Circuit Courfor Montgomery County.

On March 23, 2012, the Honorable MaBeth McCormick presiding, White was
convicted of two counts of firgtegree rape and one count oblbery of victim “TK.” On May
30, 2012, Judge McCormick sentenced White to taresecutive life terms fdhe rapes, and a ten
year consecutive term for the robbeiyl. @t 201-207).

On April 13, 2012, the Honorable Robert Greerg presiding, White was convicted of
two counts of first degree rape, one count of first degree kefigmse, and one count of
kidnapping of victim “EL.” On Mg 30, 2012, Judge Greenberg sentena#hite to life in prison
for the two counts of first degree rape, life in prisonfirst degree sexuaffiense, and thirty years
for kidnapping with all sentences to run ceastively to each other and consecutive to the
sentences already imposedd. @t 203-207).

On June 23, 2018, White filed this § 2254 Patitthallenging the judgment of conviction
in, the second of the two trials, the trial for the rape and roB&dry on the grounds of ineffective
assistance of counsel and prosegatanisconduct. (ECF No. 1 &t 5, 7). White filed a separate
§ 2254 Petition attacking the judgment of coneictfor the rapes and robbery of “TKWhitev.
Warden., RDB-18-1970 (D. Md). The procedural factelaneffective assistae of counsel claim

in both cases are substantially the same.

I Neither party moved to consolidate these cases.



FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY

|. Direct Appeal

White presented three questions on direct appé&) Did the trial court err in denying
White’'s Motion to Dismiss basedhn his right to a speedy trial under the Maryland Intrastate
Detainer Act (“MIDA”) and Maryland Rule 4-27H{cks rule} and the Sixth Amendment; (ECF
No. 15-1 at 208) (2) Did #htrial courts err in aditting testimony via videoonference in violation
of White’s confrontation rights; §id the trial court err in allwing the State to make improper
and prejudicial statements at closing argumeiite v. Sate, 223 Md. App. 353 (2015) (ECF
No. 15-1 at 197). The Couaffirmed both judgmentsf conviction in a onsolidated opinion on
direct appeal.

Only the first question presented on appeallsvent to White’s federal habeas petition.
In rejecting White’s MIDA viohtion claim, the Court of ®gial Appeals explained that:

The State initially obtained a districbuart statement of chges on November 23,

2010. A warrant was issued. [White] was incaated at the time dhe charges, so

the warrant automatically converted italetainer. But [White] was never served

with the arrest warrant because the Séatered a nolle prosequi (“nol pros”) on

April 15, 2011, claiming that due to the ungakility of a witness, the State could

not go forward with the case. [Whitelspiutes the State’s ground for entering the

nol pros contending instead, that the Stadgel fihe nol pros toircumvent the Hicks

rule. The State obtained a new statemermhaiges, warrangnd detainer on July

22, 2011.
(ECF No. 15-1 at 209). The Court of Specigpeals analyzed White claim against the

background of the followig undisputed dates.

2 Satev. Hicks, 285 Md. 310, 318 (1979). Under State statute and related court rule, collectively known as the “Hicks
rule,” a criminal trial in a circuit court must commence with80 days of the first aparance of the defendant or
defense counsel in that court, a deadline known as th&sHiate.” Unless the defendant consents to a trial date
beyond the Hicks date, a continuance of the trial beyond the Hicks date may be grarftad‘gobd cause.Tunnell

v. Sate, 466 Md.565, 569 (2020).



November 23, 2010: The district court iss@estatement of charges and an arrest
warrant/detainer, because White was sgra sentence on an unrelated conviction
at that time.

February 1, 2011: The State received [\#&/B] request for disposition under the
IDA.

April 15, 2011: The State entered a nolle pops, or “nol pros” as to the statement
of charges.

April 19, 2011: The arrest warrant/detainer was recalled.

July 22, 2011: The district court issued a statement of charges (relating to the same
charges) and an arrest warrant/detainer.

August 31, 2011: The arrest warrant was seéren [White], and [White] appeared
before the district court.

September 29, 2011: The State filedradictment in the circuit court.
See White, 223 Md. App. at 364—6%ee also ECF No. 15-1 at 209.

The Court of Special Appeals rejectéthite’s argument that the Circuit Court
erred in finding no violation of MIDA. Th€ourt explained that the MIDA provides “[a]n
inmate shall be brought to trial within 120ydaafter the inmate Badelivered a written
request for a final disposition tfie indictment, information, weant, or complaint” to the
State’s attorney and the appropriate coj@orr. Servs.] 8 8-502(b).If a case is not
brought to trial within 120 days, then “thumtried indictment, iformation, warrant, or
complaint has no further force or effect” anti€'tcourt, on request of the inmate or the
inmate’s counsel, sHaenter an order dismissing thentried indictment, information,
warrant, or complainwithout prejudice.” [Corr. Servs.] 8 8-508) (emphasis added).
(ECF No. 15-1 at 210).

In affirming the trial courts determination, th€ourt of Special Appeals stated:

The circuit court found that the Stateddiot violate [MIDA] because the State
received [White’s] requédor disposition on February 1, 2011 and, within the



required 120—day timeframe, disposed [@fhite’s] caseby nol prossing the
charges. We agre@/Nhite] did not file a request for disposition for the second
detainer filed against him on July 22,2011. Therefore, the only detainer at
issue is the first detairer filed on November 23, 2010As to the first detainer,
[White] properly requested final disposition under [MIDA], and the State received
this request on February 1, 2011. The Sthézeafter entered a nol pros for the
November 23, 2010, charges on April 2§11, and the detainer was revoked on
April 19, 2011. Based on these facts, theaner was “disposed of” within 120
days of [White’s] request.

Even if the State had filed the nol praiser 120 days, the relief that would have

been afforded for such a violation svalready provided: a dismissal without

prejudice See Gilmer v. Sate, 389 Md. 656, 670, 887 A.Z#9 (2005) (“Obviously

the type of nolle prosequi which domst bar future prosecution under another

charging document has the same effea dsmissal withouyprejudice.” (quoting

Satev. Morgan, 33 Md. 44, 46 (1870))).
White, 223 Md. App at 372-74. (emphasigpplied). White did not psue further review in the
Court of Appeals of Maryland.
[l. Post Conviction Proceedings

On December 9, 2015, White, proceedingse, filed a Petition for Post Conviction Relief
in the Circuit Court for Montgomery County, chalggng both judgments of conviction. (ECF No.
15-1 at 24650). White alleged that trial counsel wamstitutionally ineffective for “failing to
mention” that, contrary to theddrt of Special Appeals’ finding iWhite, 223 Md. App. at 373,

he did in fact file a reques$br disposition of the second detainer filed against him on July 22,

2011, which contained the charges on which he was convi¢EEOF No. 15-1 aR48). White

states that he “signed and submitted [@®] request to the warden . .. on 8-2-1(ld.).

On February 2, 2017, White, assisted by colriged a Supplemental Petition for Post
Conviction Relief [d. at 251- 259). Relevant hetbe supplement provided:

The Petitioner contends that at the timeetkcond statement of charges were issued

on July 22, 2011, he was incarcerated atNworth Branch Corgional Facility

(NBCI) in Cumberland, Maryland, that Hdled out the paperwork to request a

speedy disposition of the Intrastate detainer on August 2, 2011, that his request was
received by the District Court for Montgemy County and the Offe of the State’s
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Attorney on August 16, 2011, and that copiéshis paperwork were included in

his “base file” at NBCI. A copy of these douents are attached this petition.

The Petitioner further contentisat he had little contact thi his trial attorney since

he was incarcerated in Cumberland foe tnajority of the time his trials were
pending but that he did tell his counsedt he had filed a second request for a
speedy disposition of the charges, that he had copies of the paperwork documenting
his request in his possession that he told his attorndye wanted the attorney to
obtain a copy for himself by contacting@RI. The Petitioner alleges that based
upon the paperwork documenting his request for a speedy disposition of his
charges/detainer dated August 2, 2011 altisrney should have pursued a motion

to dismiss the charges due to the Stédéating the one hunéd and twenty day
requirement of the IAD prior to both diis trials and that the failure to do so
constitutes ineffectivassistance of counsel.

(Id. at 252-53). Counsel attached to the Supplemeriitition copies of MIDA paperwork from
White’s “base file” at North Branch Correatial Institution (“NBCI”), including a Notice of
Intrastate Detainer placed on July 22, 2011, aruhaigned request for disposition of the July 22,
2011 charges. (ECF No. 15-1 at 2289). The warden wrote a naia the signature line of the
request for disposition of the @itges “inmate refused to signawknowledge [right to] counsel.”
(Id. at 259). Respondent accurately notes thegnesirequest for disposition of charges bears no
date stamp to confirm its receipt by the State’srAtg or the court. (ECRo. 15 at 17). A third
document consists of a compuprmtout of White’soffense infornation, signed by White, and
dated August 2, 2011. A line has been checked nétetpreprinted statement “ | wish to file for
a fast & speedy trial” althoughehwitness signature line isdolk. (ECF No. 15-1 at 257). Based
on this information, the Supplemental Petitaaided a claim for prosecutorial misconduct:

[lt is alleged that at the speedy trigdring held beforeudige Greenberg on April

10, 2012, since the State had received Betitioner's request for a speedy

disposition of the detaindodged against him onugust 16, 2011, the prosecutor

was obligated to notify Judge Greenbéngt the Petitionehad filed a second

request for a speedy disposition of his oetawhen Petitioner’s counsel failed to

refer to that and that her failure to slm constitutes presutorial misconduct.

(ECF No. 15-1 at 254).



On May 31, 2017, the Circuit Court for ditgomery County held a post conviction
hearing. White, proceeding pro se after he diggddh his postconviction counsel, argued that the
Court of Special Appeals’ opinion relied on thestaken belief that he had not filed a MIDA
request for final disposition of the July 22, 201argfes. (ECF No. 15-11 at 4-16, 20-23, 28-30).
At the post conviction hearing, WhIt trial counsel tesiéd that he had filk motions to dismiss
for an IAD violation and for apeedy trial based on the detinand had filed a memorandum
arguing the State enteredetholle prose to “circunent the 180-day rule [undéticks].” (ECF
No. 15-11 at 31-32. ECF No. 15-1 at 43-45, 47-5#)al counsel added “Antlam certain that |
can say to you that | thought, by filing the mottondismiss for speedy trial, that | was getting
you greater relief thanoy would have been entitled to undab.” (ECF No. 15-11 at 31-32).
Trial counsel testified fher that he had no independent knexdge or recollection of a second
request for disposition of chargehd.(at 31, 42).

The Circuit Court denied post conviction reliefa ruling from the bench that was later
adopted by reference in a written order dakglg 20, 2017. (ECF No. 15-1 at 34 ECF No. 15-11
at 55-62). The Circuit Countuled that White hachot met his burdero show deficient
representationral prejudice unde8trickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668 (1984). The Court
explained thatelief for a MIDA violation result is the dismisal of charges without prejudice and
White would have been recharged. (ECF Nollmst 56). Consequently, White had not shown
that but for counsel’s allegedrer was constitutionallgeficient representatn or the outcome of
the proceedings would have been different but for that alleged ineffeefivesentation. (ECF
No. 15-11 at 56).

Next, the Circuit Court rejected the proseciaiomisconduct claimnoting that White had

introduced no supporting evidence. White did cadt the prosecutor as atmess at trial and the



testimony of his trial cansel did not establish what the prostor’s files contained or what the
prosecutor knew about the request for diggmsi (ECF No. 15-11). The post conviction
transcript shows Whitelicited no evidence théhe prosecutor knew about the purported request
for disposition or that defenseunsel’s representations were erraune or false andeeded to be
corrected. Id. at 59).

The Court of Special Appealdenied White's Applicatn for Leave to Appeal on
November 7, 2017. (ECF No. 15-134, docket entry 260; ECF No. 272-73).
lll.  Section 2254 Petition

White raises two claims inhis Petition. First, he alms trial counsel provided
constitutionally ineffective assistance of course“misinforming” the court that White had not
filed a request for disposition of the specific e for which he was ultimately convicted, which
were the subject of a detaineathhe State had filed under thenfland’s Intrastate Detainer Act
(“MIDA”), Md. Code Ann., Corr. Servs. 88 8-501rth8-503. (ECF No. 1 at 5). Second, White
alleges that, because the prosecutor’s file documented the existence of a pertinent request for
disposition, the prosecutor engaged in “miscatitoy allowing defense counsel’s representation
to the court to go uncorrected. (ECF No. 1 at 7)

STANDARD OF REVIEW

An application for writ of habeas corpusay be granted only for violations of the
Constitution or laws of the United States. 28 U.§Q@254(a). The federal habeas statute at 28
U.S.C. § 2254 sets forth a “highly deferehsieandard for evaluating state-court rulingistidh v.
Murphy, 521 U.S. 320, 333 n.7 (1998ge also Bell v. Cone, 543 U.S. 447 (2005). The standard
is “difficult to meet,” and reques courts to give state-cowtecisions the benefit of the doubt.

Cullen v. Pinholster, 563 U.S. 170, 181 (2011) (internal ¢aton marks and citations omitted);



see also White v Woodall, 572 U.S. 415, 419-20 (2014), quotiHgrrington v. Richter, 562 U.S.
86, 103 (2011) (state prisoner must show state colimg on claim presentiein federal court was
“so lacking in justification thathere was an error well understi and comprehended in existing
law beyond any possibility fdair minded disagreement.”).

A federal court may not granwvait of habeas corpus unles®tstate’s adjudication on the
merits: 1) “resulted in a decisidhat was contrary to, or involveah unreasonable application of,
clearly established federal law, as determinedhieySupreme Court of the United States”; or 2)
“resulted in a decision that waased on an unreasonable determinadicthe facts in light of the
evidence presented in the State court procged#8 U.S.C. § 2254(d). A state adjudication is
contrary to clearly established federal law urgl@254(d)(1) where the seatourt 1) “arrives at
a conclusion opposite to that reached by [fwgreme] Court on a question of law,” or 2)
“confronts facts that are matdhaeindistinguishable from a rel@nt Supreme Court precedent and
arrives at a result opposite to [the Supreme CouMjliiamsv. Taylor, 529 U.S. 362, 405 (2000).

Under the “unreasonable amation” analysis under 2254(d)(1), a “state court's
determination that a claim lacks merit precludelefal habeas relief $ong as ‘fairminded jurists
could disagree’ on the correctnesstloé state court's decision.Harrington, 562 U.S. at 101
(quotingYarboroughv. Alvarado, 541 U.S. 652, 664 (2004)). Thus, “an unreasonable application
of federal law is different from amcorrect application of federal lawld. at 785 (internal
guotation marks omitted).

Further under § 2254(d)(2), “a state-court faktieiermination is natnreasonable merely
because the federal habeas court would have reactgferent conclusion in the first instance.”
Wood v. Allen, 558 U.S. 290, 301 (2010). “[E]ven if reasbleaminds reviewing the record might

disagree about the finding in question,” a federbEaa court may not conclude that the state court



decision was based on an unreasonalgtermination of the factkd. “[A] federal habeas court
may not issue the writ simply beaa[it] concludes in its indepdent judgment that the relevant
state-court decision applied established federal law erroneously or incorrgetigd v. Lett, 559
U.S 766, 773 (2010).

ANALYSIS
l. Ineffective Assistance of Counsel

When reviewing an ineffectey assistance of counsel claitine analysis is “doubly
deferential.” Valentino v. Clarke, F.3d_ 2020 WL 5034418 at *14 (4th Cir. August 26, 2020)
(quotingKnowles v. Mirzayance, 556 U.S. 111, 123 (2009)). A fedehabeas court must review
the claim through “highlygleferential” lens oftrickland as well.Owensv. Sirling, 967 F.3d 396,
411 (4th Cir. 2020) (quotingichardson v. Branker, 668 F.3d 128, 139 (4th Cir. 2012)).

To prove ineffective assistance of counsepetitioner must demonstrate both deficient
performance and prejudic&rickland, 466 U.S. at 687. “Deficient performance requires showing
‘that counsel's representation fell below an objective standard of reasonableness,” as measured by
‘prevailing professional norms’ dnin light of ‘all the circumstances’ of the representation.”
Owens, 967 F.3d at 412 (4th Cir. 2020) (quotiSgickland, 466 U.S. at 688). To satisfy this high

bar, the burden is on the petitiorte establish “ ‘that counsel m@a errors so serious that his

“counsel” was not functioning as the “courisgluaranteed by the Sixth Amendment.” ”
Harrington v. Richter, 562 U.S. 86, 104 (2011) (quotiririckland, 466 U.S. at 687). The
Supreme Court has emphasized that courtsldtiomdulge a strong presnption that counsel’s
conduct falls within the wide range of reasongimefessional assistance; that is, the defendant

must overcome the presumption that, undercihmumstances, the clhenged action might be

considered a sounttial strategy.”ld. at 689. In the context of a § 2254 proceeding, it is not
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sufficient to conuice the federal habeas court thia¢ state courierely appliedStrickland
incorrectly. Rather, a petitioner must meet a higher burden and show that the state court applied
Strickland in an objectivg unreasonable mannegee Bell, 535 U.S. at 698-99.

For the prejudice prong, a court must considleether “a reasonable probability” existed
that “but for counsel's unprofessional erraifse result of the procdeng would have been
different.” Id. at 694. A petitioner alleging ineffectivesastance of counsel must show that the
proceeding was rendered fundamentally unfaicdynsel's affirmative omissions or errdik.at
696.

White claims his trial attorney provided ctihgionally ineffective assistance of counsel
in violation of his rights under the Sixth Amenént to the Constitution biling, despite White’s
request, to check his base filedato file a pretrial motion to giniss under Maryland’s Intrastate
Detainer Act. (ECF No. 1 at 5). White assertd thad trial counsel filed such a motion, “it would
have prevented the retidn and entry of the plgment questioned.’ld. In denying this claim,
the post conviction court reasoned that even if¢oansel had been factually inaccurate in stating
White had not filed second request for disposition, and that tniaisel failed to request a final
disposition of charges under MID#s a result, the only remedy failure to try charges subject
to a MIDA request is dismissal of the charginguament without prejudice.. Even if White had
properly presented his second MIDAquest for disposition of chargeSrickland does not
compel an attorney to presentgdissible theories or flow preclusive (speedirial) theories with
a third theory that would have, if granted, dismissed the case without prejudice to refiling the
charges.

Further, White does not show there waasonable probability that, but for counsel’s

alleged error, the result of the proceedings wdwalde been different artlerefore fails to show
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prejudice underSrickland. Even if counsel had filed a Mon to Dismiss based on the alleged
second request for disposition under MIDA, it would have been more than reasonable for the State
to refile the serious charges White wastigan light of the substantial DNA evidence.

On this record, this Court concludes ttiad state post-convictiorourt's decision was not
based on an unreasonable application of ridd&aw, that it was based on a reasonable
determination of the facts, and that it correctly and reasonably appli&titi¢éand standard to
those facts. Thus, this Court deniedeial habeas relief as to this claim.

Il. Prosecutorial Misconduct

“A fair trial in a fair tribunal is a basic requirement of due procéas€ Murchison, 349
U.S. 133, 136 (1955), so prosecutorsstmeomport themselves accordinglsee Berger v. United
Sates, 295 U.S. 78, 88 (1935). In order to establish prejudicial misconduct on the part of the
prosecutor, the alleged misconduct must have “sxiatl the trial with unfairness as to make the
resulting conviction a denial of due proces®arden v. Wainwright, 477 U.S. 168, 181 (1986)
(citation omitted)United Satesv. Caro, 597 F.3d 608, 624 (4th Cir. 2010). To prevail on a claim
of prosecutorial misconduct, atgi@ner “must show ()L‘that the prosecutor’s remarks or conduct
were improper’ and (2) ‘that suecemarks or conduct prejudicialéffected his substantial rights
S0 as to deprive him of a fair trial.Caro, 597 F.3d at 624-25 (quotingnited Sates v. Scheetz,

293 F.3d 175, 185 (4th Cir. 2002)).

The post conviction court found no merit to thigim. White produced no evidence that
the prosecutor knew about White’'s request flisposition and, therefer allowed to go
uncorrected trial counsel’'s repesgation to the trial court thatone existed. Rding that no
evidence exists to prove a faigt,a factual finding entitled to terence under the federal habeas

statute, and White has not met his burdeshow by clear and conwimg evidence that the
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postconviction court’s assessmaifitthe evidence was wrongMiller-El v. Cockrell, 537 U.S.
322, 340 (2003).

White reasserts in $iReply that he filed a second regui@r disposition under MIDA, and
filed two United States Post Sar@ “green cards” that were atteed to his Supplemental Petition
for Post Conviction Relief, but are in the sta¢cord. (ECF No. 16 at 4l; ECF No. 15-1 at 251-
260). One card was addressed to the Montgoi@ennty District Court, signed as received by
“Frank J. Bienes,” and dated as receiveddoigust 15, 2011. The second was addressed to the
Montgomery County States Attorney, and signed egrie L. Hodson as received on August 16,
2011 ECF No. 16 at 7, 8. White does not assertjoes the record show that he introduced the
cards in evidence, elicitetestimony about the cards, orhetwise presented evidence the
prosecutor was aware of these cards or aestgfor disposition of charges during the post
conviction hearing to find theate court’s finding bsed on an unreasonable determination of the
facts given the evidence presented.

The post conviction court’s determinatitirat White did not meetis burden to show the
prosecutor’s conduct was ingper or prejudicily affected his substantiaights to deprive him
of afairtrial. The state cals decision is well supported by trecord, and was iteer “contrary
to . .. clearly established federal law, as deteed by the Supreme Cauwf the United States”;
nor is it based on an “unreasonable determinatidheofacts in light of the evidence presented in
the State court proceeding.” 28 U.S.C. § 22544dyordingly, the stateaurt decision survives
scrutiny under federal habeas review.

CERTIFICATE OF APPEALABILITY
A certificate of appealability may issue “only if the applicant has made a substantial

showing of the denial ad constitutional right.”28 U. S.C. § 2253(c)(2¥ee Buck v. Davis, 137
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S.Ct. 759, 773 (2017). The petitioner “must denas that reasonabjarists would find the
district court’'s assessment of thenstitutional claims debatable or wrongénnard v. Dretke,
542 U.S. 274, 282 (2004) (citation and internal quatamarks omitted), othat “the issues
presented are adequate to deserve encouragement to proceed MitheerEl 537 U.S. at 327.
Because this Court finds that thdras been no substantial showing of the denial of a constitutional
right, a certificate of apgalability shall be denie@ee 28 U.S.C. § 2253(c)(2)White may request
that the United States Court of Appealstfar Fourth Circuit issue such a certificeiee Lyons v.
Lee, 316 F.3d 528, 532 (4th Cir. 2003) (considering Wleto grant a certifate of appealability
after the district court declined to issue one).
CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons, the Petition for a Writ of Habeas Corpus will be DENIED. The

Court declines to issue a certificateapipealability. A sepata Order follows.

9/15/2020 /sl
Date RICHARD D. BENNETT
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE
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