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N THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

‘No..18-15114-B.

'ROLAND A. PRENATT,
Petitioner-Appellant,
versus

SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF CORRE":= TIONS;
ATI‘ORNEY GENERAL, STA'I‘B OF FLORIDA,

- Respon dems_Appenees

Appeal from the United States District Court
 for the Middle Dnstnct of Fionda

ORDER:
Roland Albert Prenatt moves for a certificate: of appealability (‘COA”)

proceed on appeal in forma pauperis (“IFP"), in order to-appea

‘the district court’s denial of his
28 USS.C. § 2254 habeas corpus petition. In order to obtain a COA, & pefitioner must make “a
substantial showing of the denil of a constifutional right.” 28 U:S.C. § 2253(0)(2). Ifthe district
" courtdenied & habeaspenuon on procedural grounds, the petitioner must show that jurists of reason
would find debatable (1) whether the motion states.a valid claim of the denial ofa‘wnsﬁmﬁbn&l
nght, and (2) whether the district court was correct in its procedural rulmg Slack v. McDaniel,
529 US. 473, 484 (2000) (quotation marks omitied). Because Prenatt hes failed to make the
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requisite showing, his motion for a COA is DENIED, His motion for leave to proceed on appeal

IFP is DENIED  AS MOOT.
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IN THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

FOR THE ELEVENTH CIRCUIT

No. 18-15114-B

ROLAND A. PRENATT,
Petitioner-Appellarit,_

VErsus

SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS,
ATTORNEY GENERAL, STATE OF FLORIDA,

Respondents-Appellees.

Appeal from the United States District Court
for the Middle District of Florida

Before: MARCUS and GRANT, Circuit Judges.
BY THE COURT:

Roland A. Prenatt has filed a motion for reconsideration, pursuant to 11th Cir. R. 22-1(c)
and 27-2, of this Court’s order dated Mziy 7, 2019, denying his motions for a certificate of
appealability and leave to proceed in forma pauperis in his appeal from the district Qoﬁrt’s denial
of his 28 U.S.C. § :2254 k-lébeas cdrphs petiﬁon. ‘Because Prenatt has not élleged any pdints of law
or fact that this Court overlooked or misapprehended in denying his motions, his motion for

reconsideration is DENIED.
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