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ABDEL MOHAMAD RAH M
Peti ti oner- Appel | ant,
ver sus

DOUG DRETKE, DI RECTOR, TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF CRI M NAL
JUSTI CE, CORRECTI ONAL | NSTI TUTI ONS DI VI SI ON,

Respondent - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Northern District of Texas
USDC No. 3:01-CV-817-R

Before W ENER, BENAVI DES, and STEWART, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *

Peti ti oner- Appel | ant Abdel Mohamad Rahi mappeal s the district
court’s denial of his 28 U S.C 8§ 2254 petition challenging his
1996 conviction for capital nurder. Rahi m contends that the
district court erred when it denied himan evidentiary hearing and
presunmed the state habeas judge’'s factual findings to be correct.
Rahi m has not shown that the district court erred in applying the

presunption of correctness. See Valdez v. Cockrell, 274 F.3d 941,

949-51 (5th Gr. 2001). As the district court properly applied

" Pursuant to 5TH QR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



a presunption of correctness to the state habeas judge's factua
findings, Rahimhas failed to show that the district court abused
its discretion in denying an evidentiary hearing. Mur phy v.

Johnson, 205 F.3d 809, 815 (5th Cr. 2000); MDonald v. Johnson,

139 F.3d 1056, 1059-60 (5th Cir. 1998).

Rahi m al so contends that the state habeas judge s factua
findings were an unreasonabl e determ nation of the facts in |ight
of the evidence presented. Rahim has failed to show that the
district court erred in concluding that the state habeas judge’'s
factual findings based on his credibility determ nations were
reasonable in light of the evidence presented.

Last, Rahim argues that the state appellate court’s
determ nation that the adm ssion of a non-testifying co-defendant’s
confession was harm ess error was an unreasonabl e application of
clearly established Suprene Court precedent. Rahimhas failed to
show that the district court erred in concluding that the state
appel l ate court’s analysis of the evidence and application of the
Suprene Court’s harm ess error standard was obj ectively reasonabl e.

Chapman v. California, 386 U S. 18, 24 (1967). Mor eover, the

adm ssion of the confession did not have a substantial and
injurious effect or influence on the jury' s verdict. Brecht v.
Abr ahanson, 507 U. S. 619, 637 (1993). The judgnent of the district
court is, in all respects,

AFFI RVED.



