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PER CURI AM

Hubert D. Wal ker (“Wal ker”), Louisiana prisoner # 419324,
seeks a certificate of appealability (“COA”) to appeal the
district court’s dismssal of his 28 U S.C. § 2254 petition as
tinme-barred. Walker filed the petition to challenge his life
sentence for second degree nmurder. \WAlker argues that his
petition is not time-barred because he conplied with all of
Loui siana’s procedural requirenents regarding the filing of his
st at e habeas pl eadi ngs.

To obtain a COA, Wal ker nmust nake a substantial show ng of
the denial of a constitutional right. 28 U S C 8§ 2253(c)(2);

Slack v. McDaniel, 529 U S. 473, 483-84 (2000). Wen a district
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court denies a habeas petition on procedural grounds, “a COA
shoul d i ssue when the prisoner shows, at |east, that jurists of
reason would find it debatable whether the petition states a
valid claimof the denial of a constitutional right and that
jurists of reason would find it debatable whether the district
court was correct in its procedural ruling.” Slack, 529 U S at
484.

Wal ker has shown that jurists of reason woul d debate the
correctness of the district court’s determ nation that he failed
to conply with Louisiana s procedural requirenments regarding the
filing of his state habeas pl eadi ngs, specifically the filing of

his wit application to the Louisiana Suprene Court. See

Villegas v. Johnson, 184 F.3d 467, 469-70 & n.2 (5th Cr. 1999);

State ex rel. Johnson v. Witley, 648 So. 2d 909 (La. 1995);

Loui si ana Supreme Court Rule X, 8 5(a); LA CooE CRM ProC. ANN
art. 13 (2002); LA Rev. StaT. ANN. 1:55 (2002). Based on the
materials of record, it is inpossible to determ ne whet her
reasonabl e jurists woul d debate whether the clains raised by
Wal ker in his 28 U S.C. 8§ 2254 petition are valid clainms of a
constitutional deprivation. Accordingly, IT 1S ORDERED that a
COA be GRANTED as to whether Walker’s 28 U . S.C. § 2254 petition
was tinely filed under the Antiterrorismand Effective Death

Penalty Act. See Houser v. Dretke, 395 F. 3d 560, 562 (5th Cr

2004). W VACATE the district court’s denial of 28 U S. C

8§ 2254 relief and REMAND to the district court for further
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proceedi ngs. See D ckinson v. Wainwight, 626 F.2d 1184, 1186

(5th Gir. 1980).

COA GRANTED; VACATED AND REMANDED.



