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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

_________________________________________________________________ X
COURTNEY BECKFORDpro se :

Petitioner,

MEMORANDUM & ORDER
-against : 13:v-2208(DLI)

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ;

Respondent. :
_________________________________________________________________ X

DORA L. IRIZARRY, Chief United States District Judge:

Pro sé' petitionerCourtney Beckford“Petitioner”) filed this petitiorfor awrit of habeas
corpus challenging his sentence pursuan®US.C. § 2255 (“Section 2255")See generally
Dkt. Entry No. 1 (“Petition”). On January 10, 2012, Petitioner pled guilty to one count of
conspiracy to commit mail fraud and wire fraud in violation of 18 U.S.L349and one count of
mail fraud in volation of 18 U.S.C. § 1341See generallipkt. 09-CR-525, Entry Nos. 185, 355.
On July 16, 2012, this Court senten&editioner tathirty-severmonths of imprisonment followed
by three yearsfasupervised releasand repayment of restitution in the amount of $779,900.42
See generall{pkt. 09-CR-525, Entry No. 548. Petitioner challenges his sentence on the ground
that he received ineffective assistance of counsel in violation of the Sixéhdkment tahe United
States Constitution. Petition atRursuant to Section 2255, Petitioner atssuest&n evidentiary
hearing tofurtherdevelop theecord regarding the merits bis claim Id. at 5. For the reasons

set forth below, the &tition and Petitioner's demand for an evidentiary hearing are denied.

! In reviewing Retitioner’s motion, the Qurt is mindful that, “[a] document filedro seis to be liberally
construed . .and apro se[pleading], however inartfully pleaded, must be held to less stristg@mtiards than formal
pleadings drafted by lawyersErickson v. Pardus551 U.S. 89, 94 (2007) (internal quotation marks and citation
omitted). Accordingly, the @Gurt interprets thePetition “to raise the strongest arguments that [it] suggest[s].”
Triestman v. Fed. Bureau of Prisqrk70 F.3d 471, 474 (2d Cir. 2006) (emphasitations and internal quotation
marksomitted).
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BACKGROUND

On January 10, 201#nmediately prior to the commencement of trial by the sweanng
of the jury, Petitioner pled guilty, without a plea agreement, to counts one ame twiethe
superseding indictment, whicespectivelycharged Petitioner wittonspiracy to commit maial
wire fraud and mail fraudSee generallpkt. 09-CR-525 Entry Ncs. 185, 355.0n July 16, 2012,
this Court sentenced Petitionerthorty-sevenmonths of imprisonment, to be followed by three
years of supervised releasand ordered that Petitioner pagestitution in the amount of
$779,900.42 See generallpkt. 09-CR-525 Entry No. 548. At the sentencing hearing, the Court
advised Petitioner of his right to appeal, stating as folloWeu“are advised, Mr. Beckford,ah
you have a right to appeal from the sentence and judgment that has been imposed by thé Court. |
you dowish to so appeal, you must do so within ten days of the finay efittudgment in this
case.” Tr. of July 16, 2012 Sentencing Hr'g, Dkt. Entry Ne29at 36:48. Petitioner did not
appeabhis conviction to the Second Circuit Court of Appeals.

On April 8, 2013, Petitioner filed the instant motion, pursuant to Section 2255, on the
groundsthat he received ineffective assistance of counsel in violation of his Sixth Amebhdme
rights because he requested that his counsel file an appeal of his convictioncashées diled
to do so.SeePetition at 2.Petitioner claims that “after being sentence[d], counsel consulted with
petitioner regarding hisght to appeal the sentenceld. at 3; See alsoAffidavit of Courtney
Beckford (“Beckford Aff?), Dkt. Entry No. lat §3. He furtker claims that “in no uncertain terms,
[Petitioner] did inform counsel that he wishe[d] to take an appeal of the sentehceraiction,”
and “[c]ounsel assured petitioner that he would filenfatjce of appeal.”ld.

On April 17, 2013the Court requested that the government show cause why Petitioner’s

motion should not be granteceeOrder b Show Cause, Dkt. Entry No. 2. In response to the



order to show cause, the governmemjuestedthat the Court issue an order, pursuant to
Campusano v. hited Sates 442 F.3d 770 (2d Cir. 2006)pmpelling Petitioner’s counsel, Mr.
Gary S. Villanuevato submit a declaration responding to Petitioner’s claim that he requested Mr.
Villanuevafile a notice of appeand Mr. Villanueva failed to do scSeeResponse to Order to
Show Caus€'Gov’'t Opp’n”), Dkt. Entry No. 5, at 1. On May 13, 2013, the Court issued an order
compelling Mr. Villanueva to respond to Petitioner’s claim, and furthéeredthe government
to supplement its response to Petitioner’s claithowing receipt of Mr. Villanueva’s declaration.
On May 6 2013, the government submitted a letter to the Court indicating that “[d]espiiglenu
efforts to reach out to Mr. Villanueva since [the CouAjsril 17, 2013 Order] to obtain his
recollection of the events in question, the government ha[d] not yet been able to shddk. wi
Villanueva.” SeeGov'’t Ltr. dated May 6, 2013, Dkt. Entry Nd. The Court granted the
governmentdditional time to obtain a declaration from Mr. Villanuevan June 14, 2013, the
government filed a supplemental response to the Petition, which includeth@tec from Mr.
Villanueva. See generalljResponse to Order to Show Ca(%eov’'t Supp. Opm”), Dkt. Entry
No. 9; Declaration of Gary S. Villanueva (“Villanueva Decl.”), Dkt. Entry No. 9-1.

According to Mr. Villanueva declaration“at no point did [Petitioner] request that | file
a notice of appeal on himehalf.” Villanueva Decl. at §. Therefore, Mr. Villanueva “did not file
a notice of appad on [Petitioner’s] behalf.ld. at 5. On July 8, 2013, Petitioner filed a reply to
the government’s respons&eePetitioner’'s Rept (“Reply”), Dkt. Entry No. 10. In the Reply,
Petitioner reewed his request for an evidentiary hearing, arguing that Mr. Villanueva’s
“credibility is debatable” giverhis delays in responding to the government’'s request for a

declaration and Petitioner’s request for documents related to his®as@enerallireply.



On November 25, 2014, Petitioner filed a letter with the Court requesting an update on his
Petition, and asserting for the first time that his Section 2255 claimpreassed on his counsel’s
“failure to conduct an adequate investigation into potential defensegese@rch case law that
may result in a lower sentence” and that “had [he] known that [he] would be senteniced)ér
than a year, [he] never wouldhve taken the guilty plea.’Petitioner’s Ltr. dated Nov. 25, 2014
(“Petitioner’sLtr.”), Dkt. Entry No. 11at 23.2 The government did not respond to Petitioner’s
November 25, 2014 letter. On June 10, 2015, Petitioner was released from custody.

DISCUSSION

I neffective Assistance of Counsel for Failureto Filean Appeal

Petitionercontendghat he requested that his counsel file a notice of appeal following his
conviction and that his counsel’s failure to do so violated his Sixth Amendment righirieel.
Petition 25. To succeed on a claim of ineffective assistance of counsel, a petitioner must show
that (1) his “counsel’s representation fell below an objective standard of reasonablemess,” a
(2) there is‘a reasonable probability that, but fmounsel’s unprofessional errors, the result of the
proceeding would have been differengtrickland v. Washingtod66 U.S. 668, 688, 694984).
When a defendant asks his lawyer to file an appeal and the lawyer fails to do soy#renksv
beenper seconstitutionally ineffective.See Restrepo v. Kell§78 F.3d 634, 640 (2d Cir. 1999)
(quotingCastellanos v. bited Sates 26 F.3d 717, 718 (7th Cir. 1994) (internal quotations marks
omitted and emphasis origina{)]I]f the defendant told his lawyer to appeal from the conviction,
and the lawyer dropped the ball, then the defendant has been deprived, not of effectareassist
of counsel, but odnyassistance of counsel on appeal. Abandonmenpés seviolation of the

sixth amendment.”)This of course is only true when the court finds that trial counsel in fact failed

2 As Petitioner'sNovember 25, 2014etter is not paginatedhe pages used herein are those assigned by the
ECF system.
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to file a requested notice of appe&eeUnited Satesv. MorenoRiverg 472 F.3d 49, 52 (2d Cir.
2006) (quotingGarcia v. United State278 F.3d 134, 137 (2d Cir. 200Z¥What matters for
purposes of that claim is whethgefitioner’s] trial counsel ‘fail[ed] to file eequestedppeal”)
(emphasis original)lUnited Satesv. Rosarig 2015 WL 4629453, at *5 (S.D.N.Y. Aug. 4, 2015)
(citations omitted)*[T]he district court must determine whether the defendant in fact rexliest
that his attorney file an appeal.”).

As a threshold matter, Petitioner requests that the Court hold an evidentiang heari
develop theecord on his counselallegedly ineffective assistance for failing to file an appeal.
Petition at 5. “[T]he district court is required to engage in {ffagtling to determine if an appeal
was requested. Kapelioujnyi v. United Sates 779 F. Supp.2d 250, 253 (E.D.N.Y. 20@%'d,
422 F. App’x 25 (2d Cir. 2011(quotingCampusanp442 F.3d at 776)However,Campusano
recognizes thathe “district court has discretion to determine if a testimonial heavitigbe
conducted.” Campusanp442 F.3dat 776 see also Chang v.nited Sates 250 F.3d 79, 85 (2d
Cir. 2001) (quotingMachibroda v. Wited Sates 368 U.S. 487, 495 (1962)) (noting that “although
a hearing may be warranted, that conclusion doesmply that a movant must always be allowed
to appear in district coufor a full hearing’).

“The district court is permitted to expand the record to include affidavitghar written
submissions in order to decide disputed fact®R6berts v. Wited Sates 2014 WL 4199691, at
*4 (E.D.N.Y. Aug. 22, 2014) (quotingapelioujnyi 779 F. Supp.2dt 254 (citing Chang 250
F.3d at 86)).“ The decision whether to hold an evidentiary hearing on a 2255 motion is generally
left to the discretion of the district court3werbilov v. Wited $ates 2005 WL 1177938, at *2
(E.D.N.Y. May 18, 2005) (citindNewfield v. Wited Sates 565 F.2d 203, 207 (2d Cir. 7B)).

Where, as here, the court has familiarity with the case, it can rely ofesnitiarity in dismissing



a petition without a hearingsee Stokes v. United Stat&9®01 WL 29997, at *2 (S.D.N.Y. Jan. 9,
2001)(citing United Satesv. Aiello, 900 F.2d 528, 534 (2d Cir. 199Q)\ district court may rely
on its own familiarity with the case and deny the motion evitla hearing . ..”).

Here Petitioner’strial attorney has submitted a declaration addressing Petitioner’s claim
See generallyillanueva Decl. Additionally, Petitioner filed a response to Mr. Villanueva’'s
declaraton. See generallfReply. Given that both parties have supplemented the record, and the
Court’s familiarity with the caseahe Court findghatan evidentiary hearingvould “add little or
nothing to the written submissionahd thereforg is notrequired See Chag, 250 F.3d at 86.
Accordingly, Petitioner’s request for a hearing is denied.

Turning to the substance of Petitioner’s claim, the Petition cordasmsrn affidavit from
the Petitioner that includé®o sentences describing the circumstances in which he reqtiested
his counsel file an appeal. The affidastites”| did make it clear to counsel that, ‘yes’ | wanted
to appeal the sentence and the amount of money ‘they said | owe,” and that “[tjbdrassure
me that he would file the notice of appeal on my BeéhaBeckford Aff. at {94-5. Petitioner’s
affidavit does not include any other details surrounding his rethar. Villanueva file a notice
of appeal.

Mr. Villanueva’'sone pageleclaration states that, “[a]t no point dRetitioner] request
that | file a noice of appeal on kibehalf.” Villanueva Decl. at4. In response to Mr. Villanueva’s
declaration, Petitioner argues thiagé record is clear that no appeal was filed as requested since
“there is no record entry regarding an appealkediled by counsel.” Reply at Mr. Villanueva
admits as muckn his declarationgatingthat he “did not file a notice of appeal on [Petitioner’s]
behalf’ because he was never asked to dosllanueva Decl. aflf 4-5. Petitioner’s Reply does

not add further detail regardirigs request that Mr. Villanueva file a notice of appelastead



Petitionercontends that Mr. Villanueva’'s “credibility is debatableécause of his delays in
responding to the government and the PetitioBeeReply at 4 These delays to not warrant such
a finding.

The totality of the evidence in the record supports a finthiagPetitioner did not request
an appeal.Petitioner provides only the conclusory assertion that he “[made] it tdleaunsel
that‘yes’ [he] wanted to appeal. Beckford Aff. at 4. “Suchbare assertions, offered without
detail or supporting documentation, have been found inadequate to support a claim of ineffective
assistance in the face of a credible and contradictory affidavit by ¢duSe® Rosaric2015 WL
4629453, at *6 (citingsarcia v. United Sates 2008 WL 683661, at *5 (S.D.N.Y. Mat4, 2008)
report and recommendation adopt&008 WL 2446840 (S.D.N.Y. June 17, 2008) (“Garcia has
said only in the most conclusory terms that he instructed his counsel to file aohatpeal.He
does not . .detail the content or nature of such conversations He does not explain amhat
grounds he would have expected his attorney to have appe&leddoes not provide any
contemporaneous documents making the request or documents after the deadline for filing an
appeal that reflect his complaints about [cous$éhilure to file thenotice.”)), Lejhanec v. Wited
Sates 1999 WL 1487594, at *9 (E.D.N.Y. Nov. 29, 1999) (denying Section 2255 claim where
“the Court is faced with nothing more to support [petitioner’s] claim . . . than [petisbfizare,
unsubstantiated, thoroughly sslrving, and none too plausible statement’ . . . [a]gainst an
affirmation made under penalty of perjury by an officer of the Court thaticlo equest was
made”).

Even if Petitioner's sworn and unswastatemers could beconstruedas describing the
contert and nature of his conversations with his counsghrding appeatwhich is doubtful—

Petitionermprovides no contemporaneous evidence of his reguresty communicationsegarding



appealn the many months that followed his counsel’s alleged failure ta filetice ofappeal, or
an explaationof the ground®n which he would have expected his counsel to appegitioner’s
conclusory assertion is insufficient to support a Section 2255 claim for ineffestigtaamce of
counsel.

Additionally, Petitioner’s delay filing his Petitionndermines his claim that he requested
that his counsel file a notice of appeRletitioner contends that the same dakiis sentencing he
informed his cousel that he wanted to apped&eckfordAff. at 1f 3-4. Yet he did not bring the
instart motionclaiming ineffective assistance of counsetil more thareight months after he was
sentencedSimilar delays have been found to weigh against a finding that a requestifisel to
file a notice of appeal was actually madeee, e.gRoberts 2014 WL 4199691, at *5 (rejecting
ineffective assistance claim filed thirteen months after sentencing he&rngjSantos v. Uited
Sates 2010 WL 1372682, at *3 (S.D.N.Y. Mar. 30, 2010) (rejecting ineffective assistance claim
filed eight months after he allegedly requested that his counsel file an apiead)son v. Wited
Sates 566 F. Supp.2d 300, 305 (S.D.N.Y. 2008) (“[T]o wait ¢iglonths to complain for the first
time—in a 8 2255 petitior-that counsel had failed to file a notice of appeal, is more consistent
with a fair inference that no request for such appeal was ever commundaeatechsel.).

While Petitioner claimdor thefirst time in his Reply that he attemptéah unspecified
dates and tim@do contact Mr. Villanueva during the more thsirty days between sentencing
and surrenderintp serve his sentencandthat Mr. Villanueva neither contacted Petitioner nor
answered his callduring that periodPetitionermprovides no further explanation for tremaining

six months oflelay. Reply at 3First, Petitioner’'s Reply is not sworn testimony, &atitioner’s



unsworn satements arésufficient to refute Mr. Villanueva’'s contrary sw testimony? See
Cruz-Santos2010 WL 1372682, at *3 (“Petitioner’s failure to put forth any evidence supporting
his unsworn allegation, in the face of his attorney’s sworn statement that no regsieatide,
supports a finding that Petitioner made no such request fiismounsel.”). Second,ven
assuming that Petitioner atteragto follow up with Mr. Villanueva during the approximately
sixty daysbetweenis sentencing and surrendBgtitioner does not allege that any of his calls to
Mr. Villanuevaduring the sixty daypertainedto his appeal. SeeReply at 3. It appears that
Petitioner’s solesubstantiated contact with his couns@ls a December 5, 2012 “request” to Mr.
Villanueva fora “full copy of [his] file.” SeeExhibit E to Reply* This letter does not reference
Petitioner’'s appeal, and Petitioner does not offer any further evidence daffartg made to
inquire about the status of his appeal. “It would be reasonable to infdwitiatespect]to a
matter of such great import governed by such a short deadline, a person who has instrastdd c
to file an appeal would, at minimum, want to know whether the request was carried oukand ma
some reasonably prompt effort to obtain information about its staiistiolson 566 F. Supj2d
at 305°

Furthermore, the Court also considers the unlikelihood that a petitdmerfaced a

potentially lengthy sentence at trial and received a significant redusstipleading guilty would

3 While Petitioner’s certificate of service filed with his Replgs submitted under the pewadf perjury of 28
U.S.C. §1746 Petitioner’s Reply was not. Reply at 6.

4 Indeed, Petitioner’'s subsequent letter to the New York Supreme Chigg bbard does not mention that
Petitioner had requested an appeal, only that he requested a “full copg]dilgh . . so that [he wod] not be
precludel from[] filing [a] [Section] 2255.” SeeExhibit 1 to Reply.

5 The Court notes that Petitioner argirekis Replythat any contention that he waited in bringhig Petition

is irrelevant since the statute of limitations for Sec#@85 claims is one year and his Section 2255 claim is timely.
Reply at 3.While Petitioner is correct that Hetitionis timely,where the claim is based on a failure to file an appeal,
courts routinely look at the timing between when counsel allegediyered ineffective assistance of counsel and
when a petitioner claims ineffective assistance of counsel to determimetiteof such a claim.See, e.gRoberts
2014 WL 4199691, at *frejecting ineffective assistance claim based on the failure to file an appegihbtiairteen
months after sentencing)



pursue an appeal. Here, Petitioner fagedaximumsentence of twenty years on each coseg,
18 U.S.C. 881349, 1341and as a result of his plebg was sentenced to thitgven monthsSee
Dkt. 09-CR-525, Entry No. 548 Similaly reduced sentences in the face of potentially significant
imprisonmenthave weighed against a finding that Petitioner would have wanted to pursue an
appeal See DavilaBajana v. United Sates 2002 WL 2022646, at *4 (E.D.N.Y. June 2602)
(declining to hold an evidentiary hearing considetimg“extreme unlikelihood thaa defendant
would wish to appeal a conviction that reduced a188 month sentence to 60 months%e
also Roberts 2014 WL 4199691, at *5 (citindpavila-Bajang 2002 WL 2022646, at *})
(considering the “extreme unlikelihood that petitioner, who facedvamum offorty (40) years
... would wish to appeal his conviction that resulted in a one hundred five (105) month s¢ntence”
Given that Petitioner received a significantly reduced sentbgcgleading guilty rather than
proceeding to tal, the Court finds it unlikely thaPetitionerwould have wanted to appeal his
conviction.

Accordingly, Petitioner’s ineffective assistance of counsel clainafture to file an appeal
is rejectedas without merit
. I neffective Assistance of Counsel Regarding Advice on Pleading Guilty

Since Petitioner iproceedingoro se the Court must liberally construe his November 25,
2014 lettetto raise thestrongespossible argumentsSee Ericksorb51 U.Sat94; Triestman 470
F.3dat474. While the letter requests an update on Petitioner’'s motion, the &soconstrues it
as a motion to amend the Petition to add additional grounds for Petitioner’s inefésstistance
of counsel claim.See Uited Satesv. Sesssa2011 WL 256330, at *20 (E.D.N.Y. Jan. 25, 2011)
(citing Ching v. UhitedStates 298 F.3d 174, 177 (2d Cir. 2002) (“[W]hen a § 2255 motion is filed

before adjudication of an initial § 2255 motion is complete, the district court should cahstrue
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second § 2255 motion as a motion to amend the pending 8§ 2255 matidn."addition to
Petitioner’s counsel being ineffective for failing to file an appeal, Petit@liserasserts in his letter
that his counsel failed to “conduct an adequate investigation into potential dgfamsefailed
adequately to advise Petitioner in accepting a, @ie&e had Petitioner known the sentence he
would receive would be more than one y&re] would not have taken the guilty pleathe first
place’! Petitioner’s Ltr. at 23.

Habeas petitios “may be amended or supplemented as provided in the rules of procedure
applicable to civil actions.” 28 U.S.C.2242. However, the Court may deny leave to amend if
amendment would be futilelones v. N.Y.S. Div. of Military & NavAffairs, 166 F.3d 45, 50 (2d
Cir. 2009) (“[A] district court may properly deny leave when amendment would He.futi
Section 2255 claims have a eyear statute of limitations, antherefore any new claims would
be timebarred unless Petitioner can show that they rélatk to his original timely filing.See
28 U.S.C. 8255;Payne v. Wited Sates 2014 WL 4385853, at *2 (E.D.N.Y. Sept. 4, 2014)
(citing Fed. R. Civ. P. 15(c)(1)(B)) (“[Petitioner] must show that the newnd arose out of the
conduct, transaction, or occurrence seteunrt attempted to be set edtn the original pleading.”)
Rule 15 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure (“FRG#mits an amendment that relates back
to the original filing where “the amendment asserts a claim or defense that arosthewubnduct,
transaction or occurrence set-ewdr attempted to be set eutn the original pleading.” Fed. R.
Civ. P. 15(cj1)(B).

The Supreme Court analyzed the relation back doctrine in the context of hab@sspeti
in Mayle v. Felix545 U.S. 644 (2005)in Mayle, the Supreme Court held that a new claim “does
not relate back (and thereby escape AEDPA’'sywa time limt) when it asserts a new ground

for relief supported by facts that differ in both time and type of those thearigieading set
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forth.” 1d. at 0. The petitionerin Mayle timely filed a habeas petition challengjran Sixth
Amendment groundshe intraduction at trial of a videotape of a witnedsl. at 651. After the
statute of limitations had run, petitionrgwught leave tamendhis petition to assert a claim that
his own statements introduced at trial wer@dmissibleunder the~ifth Amendment Id. at 65%
52. The Supreme Court rejected the petitioner’'s argument that the same “coadsattion, or
occurrence” meant the same “trial, conviction, or sentence,” and held that the amiedidnnet
relate back becauseahd the original claim erenot tied to “a common core of operative facts.”
Id. at 664(citation and internal quotation marks omitted)

Here, Petitioner cannot satisfthe requirements dlayle Theoriginal Petition timely
asserted a claim for ineffective assistance of cduiosdailure to file an allegedlyrequested
appeal. See generallyetition. Howewer, Petitioner’s letterasserts new and factually distinct
grounds for reliethat differ in both time and typeom his original petitiorthat was filedmore
than two yearsalier. Notably, Petitioner does not provide any reastwy hisadditionalclaims
could not have been asserted at the time of his origiettion While the Petition is based on
allegedconversations and conduct by Petitioner’s couaféef his conviction,relating to a request
for Petitioner’'scounsel to file an appedPetitioner's amendment relatesatitegedconduct and
conversationsvith Petitioner’'s counsdieforePetitionerwas convictegregardingadvice given to
Petitionerabouta guilty plea Accordingly, the new claims “rely on evidence independent from
the factual bases for the ineffective assistance of counsel claims contaifted original]
petition,” and asthe claims do not relate baakeyareuntimely. See Payne2014 WL 885853,
at * 2. Accordingly, b the extent Petitiones’November 25, 2014 letter seeks leave to amend the

Petition, Petitioner's motion is denied as futile.
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CONCLUSION

For the reasons set forth abotres Petition is denied in its entiregnd Petitioner’s request
for anevidentiary hearings denied as unnecessary. Petitioner's motion for leave to amend his
Petitionalsois denied as futile Petitionerfurtheris denied a certificate of appealability as he fails
to make a “substantial showing of the denial of a constitutional right.” 28 U.2Z5Fc)(2);
seeFed. R. App. P. 22(b);ucidore v. New York State Div. of Parak®9 F. 3d 107, 112 (2d Cir.
2000). The Court certifies pursuant to 28 U.S.(19%85(a)(3) that any appeal fromigh
Memorandum and Order would not be taken in good faith, and theneflnena pauperistatus
is denied fothepurpose of any appeaCoppedge v. United State369 U.S. 438, 4445 (1962).
SO ORDERED.

Dated: Brooklyn, New York
September 26, 2017

/sl
DORA L. IRIZARRY
ChiefJudge
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