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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF PENNSYLVANIA

EARL R. HASSAN,

Petitioner,
: CIVIL ACTION
V. : NO. 150284
LAWRENCE MAHALLY, et al,
Respondents
ORDER

AND NOW, this 29" day of August 2017, upon careful and independent consideration
of the Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus and the amended claims (ECF Nos. 1, 13, 20, and 21),
theResponse to Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus (ECF No. 18), Petitioner's REFHYNE&
19), the Report and Recommendation of the Honotdéley S. PerkinU.S.Magistrate Judge,
(ECFNo. 26, Petitioner’'stimely Objections theretECF No. 29)the Respnse to the
Objections (ECF No. 31), and Petitioner's Reply (ECF No.i8%) herebyORDERED as
follows:

1. The Report and RecommendatioMABPROVED andADOPTED;

2. The Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus, (ECF No.idDENIED with
prejudice!

! This Court has reviewed Petitioner’s filings, the Governmertpanses, the Magistrate Judge’s Report and
Recommendation (R&R), and Petitioner’s Objections thereto, as redoir&tk novo determination of those
portions of the report or specified proposed findings or recommendations toafdfgction is made.” 28 U.S.C.
§636(b)(1)(C). This Court agrees with the Magistrate Judge’ysisalnd sees no basis for reversingne-
reasoned recommendatiorSee id(“A judge of the court may accept, reject, or modify, in whole or in plaet,
findings or recommendations made by the magistrate judge.”).

Petitioner’'sobjectionsmerelyregurgitateall his original claims and argumenés)damountto a general objection to
theentireR&R. In essenceRetitioner is dissatisfied with the Magistratelde’s decision (and the decisions of the
state courtshot because of any discernible error of laviamt, but because the coustmply disagreeavith his
interpretation of events. Furthermore, Petitioner’s argumentsficaltito follow and oscillate between
cognizable and nenognizablehabeaslaims. As Judge Perkin aptly observatis'very difficult from Petitioner’s
filings to decipher precisely what he is attempting ai@gi@.” R&R 9. Judge Perkin's R&R captws¢he crux of
each of Petitioner’s claisand provides a thorough review of the relevant factual and legal igsoethis Court to
issue a full opinion effectively agreeing with thkagistrate ddge’s findings and recommendationghere only a
general objection to the report is offered would undermine the efficibeaynagistrate system was meant to
contribute to the judicial proce8sOser v. SamueldNo. 12-cv-2535, 2013 WL 2351346, at *1 (M.D. Pa. May 22,
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3. There is no probable cause to issue a certificate of appestedmid

4. The Clerk of Court is directed toL OSE this case for statistical and all purposes.

BY THE COURT:

/s/ C. Darnell Jones, Il
C.Darnell Jonesll J.

2013)(quotingGoney v. Clark749 F.2d 5, & (3d Cir.1984)aff d, 537 F. App’x 38 (3d Cir. 2013)Petitioner’s
objections are overruled, and the R& approved and adopted in its entirety.



