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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

Concealed impeaching evidence,1" In Light oF ihe neuuly discovered Fraudulently 

exposing many Suborn Fraudulent" testimon 

admithd that Jurors wouldhave Voted IJ0T6UlLT)f.. .See Claim 2.. page 7

iy by principle U i loess, even prosecutors

JL -/do doubt, trial Judge Would have granted the Motion to slrit/e , In Light oF ihe 

necu evidence , f roving the motion ms deniedLy Extrinsic Fraud.. See Claim 1 page 2

3~ Hem evidence proves that Constitutional Violations has resulted in the 

Conviction oF this Petitioner U)ho is actually innocent.« See Claim 10 page 9

H'The State Fraudulently Concealed that their principle witness is Labeled by

Habitual Liar .

5'7he State Fraudulently Concealed many Impeaching evidence proving Fraudulent 

Conviction oF actually innocent Petitioner.* Set Claims l,l,3(#7 pages s$6

de their principle Witness present Suborn Fraudulent testimony 

d Fraudulently Concealed bis promise oF Leniency.. See Claims ‘1,5,6^2 pages 5,1

l” The State deprived petitioner aF his Valuable right to his one Full round 

oF Federal habeas cevieuf by Extri

&- UccofJing "h> all JUSTICES/ Denying IK is Petition is a Miscarriage oF Justice*. page lo

It or Fa I IF Court (ft Police as a See Claim 1 ... Page S-e m

i-The Si.it Ma

an

/isle Fraud, set Claire, 7... f’aae &

(i)



LIST OF PARTIES

[ ] All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.

^ All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. A list of 
all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this 
petition is as follows:

1H • /itJlh EJJle Rarntz. Mak'dcssi / Pfa S <? “ PCTITI^aSER

- RespondentCom mo n meal ft) &F Virginia.
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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

Hm/fSiJUSHPETITION FOR WRIT OF

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

[^For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix h to 
the petition and is
[ ] reported at ; or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[H'is unpublished.

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix B to 
the petition and is

[ ] reported at ! or,
[t^r has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ ] is unpublished.

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at 
Appendix_____ to the petition and is
[ ] reported at I or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the_
appears at Appendix

court
to the petition and is

[ ] reported at I or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ ] is unpublished.

1.
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JURISDICTION

\y(For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
it/nt 1S JiotSwas

[ ] No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[^U^timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of 

Appeals on the following date: iu\y .23 , J.oi'i
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix C .

, and a copy of the

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted 
to and including _ 
in Application No.

(date) on (date)
A

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1).

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was 
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix_______

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date: 
--------------------------------- , and a copy of the order denying rehearing
appears at Appendix

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including____
Application No. __ A

(date) on (date) in

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).

X
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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

Constitutional Violations has resulted In the Conviction oF Petit 

LUhd is actually fnnocent.

Sdhlu£/ 513 U.S.,ai 3A 7. House, SH7 U.S., atS36~37. McQutytn, £69 U,S„at39£.

toner

6^ fl/itnJ/yjint Access to ike Covets 

Amendment Due Process

Violation dF U.StC. SJlASH •

Petitioner MaUitiSt has keen Violated by ike 5hie and deprived- Contrary 

to congressional inttnt-oF his Valuable rights to his one Full round oF Federal 

habeas revhu) by Extrinsic Fraud upon all Courts and upon initial Federal halt as 

revituu. See ClaiM 7 p*^e X

limtnJmint Access to ike Federal halcrts Courts 

/V^ Amendment Due Process,

3
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

feh It oner M&Kdessi discovered so much evidence in Cpei. HU rfiSiS) Previn 

Actual innocence , Fraudulent Concealment's dj Extrinsic Fraudulent' Conviction •
a

led mil the Material Fact dThe State deliberately Fraudulently 

impeaching evidence discovered in CPet. 47/ r£Sid) From all Courts , From trial, 

defense, Jury * direct appeals r£ initial Federal habeas, that coculdhave keen

Concea s an

had it not keen For the miracleIMPOSIBLE to discover uiith any Jilig 

discovery oF investigative articles (Pet.Hlitfs/A) attached- Even defense.

ence,

attorney direct appeal attorneys Could not discover this evidence .

Petitioner Makdessi has been deprived-Contrary to congressional intent- 

of his Valuable eight to one Full round of Federal habeas cevieu) %

in Makdessi V, Uatson , 6EA F.Supp. Ad. 633 Ce.D, Vo. Feb. H .Aoid) 

and Makdessi V. Ldatson , HIS Fed. Af>PX> 123 CHth cir Ao/i) 

and Makdessi V. UJatson , ISA S.ch Jo A CAo/F) No. 10-11013

This deprivation oF Makdessi Js Valuable rights to one Full round oF Federal 

habeas revietu, above, Mas Violated and denied as the results cF deliberate 

Fraudulent Concealments oF So much impeaching evidence and presenting 

Extrinsic Suborn Fraudulent testimony, resulting inthe deliberate Extrinsic 

Fraudulent Conviction oF actual innocent Petitioner Makdessi.

Supreme Court held %
* Actual innocence, serves as a gateio&y through uihich a petitioner 

May pass whether the impediment is a procedural bar, as in Schlup V.Delo, 
£13 US"29S(im)and in House V. &tU ,SH7 U.S.SlS Uqq(), or expiration / 
oF A.E.d.P. A. Statute oF Limitation as in McQuigpin V. ferl/ins,Si9 U.S,3S3CAoJ3) '

H
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Claim 5. The State again Made this Habitual Liar Gurley present mare

Cxtrinsic Suborn Fraudulent testlmon^ihat %

vVGurky is not aetina Paid an J noteXPeclino any Leniency For his testimony '' 
see (n. In Jrf attached. °

Claim 6> The State again Made this Habitual Liar*Gurley present another 

Extrinsic Suborn Fraudulent testimony that %

*Gurleys Mandatory is only lo years " set CTn to&f) attached.

Claim 7» 7he payment e>F Leniency to this Habitual Liar‘Gurley 

Frauduknlly

uias
w . '/
SchcMt»

From Aoob Makdessis trial, until and aFter MaiSdessi concluded all appeals 

d aFter initial Federal FaWas uJas denied in Feb. H /Aoio , and Violated 

and deprived MakJessi oF his right to his one Full round oF Federal habeas 

review, ulith all tht neu/y discovered Fraudulently Concealed impeaching ev/J 

proving that

led and deliberately delayed by the Stale iCon tea In a

an

ence

reasonable Juror mould A 

a reasonable doubt, see Claim 8 next

Found Mak'Jessi guilty beyondaveno

page

A*
The neuly fre-sewHel evidence may indeed call into, tjoedl 
bE He Wi’+nfsses presenW at trial*

tht CREDIBILITYions

Scbluf, S/3 U.S./at 330
House/ SV7 U.S.i at S39, Hi S.Ct.,dJo72

* U)hen a habeas petition has been dismissed on clearly defective 
Procedural ground / He State can hardly claim Ligitimate interest 
in the Finality oF that Tudgment. Indeed/ the Stale has experienced 
a uJindFat i LUhite the State prisoner has been deprived-contrary 
to Congressional intent-oF his Valuable right to one Full round oF 
Federal habeas review *

Gonzalez. v.Crosly>SHS U,S.SM.,at5Hh US S.ct.UUI.,atJUS3 UooS)

6



Could not previously expose all oF this Habitual Liar Gurleys sub

y6presented above, because the State Fraudulently Concealed 

neuj impeaching ev/Jenee From MakiJessis trial, 

deFense, Jtfry, direct appeals, Initial Federal habeas , that would have been 

IMP05IBLE to discover with any diligence, had it not been For the JescovereJ 

InvesflgatlVC articles (Pet, HU 5U) attached.

This is how defective, defense attorney an

orn

Fraudulent testi 

all the above discovered
)Mor\

d appeal attorneys (were i 

to actual innocence ♦1st Proof oF Miscarriage oF Justice Excepti

C Laim S*' Habitual Li

ion

_ ia/'Gurtey got paid his Fraudulently Concealed

promised oF Leniency? and prosecutors admitted to Tudge Shockley, thati 

without Gurley’s cooperation He Jury would have Voted HOT GUILTY:

In Feb, laio Judge shoctiley CUTGur/tys active sentence From J.S 
to flyears his promise oF Leniency* because prosecutor scoit Vachris 
asfCzd the Judge to CUT Gurleys sentence For his testimony against 
Petitioner MaFcdessi and two other cases " see CPef, *///) attached

shocKley 'hlOTED' that vProsecutors Said'that several casts would 
i have gone Forward without Gurleys nope ration*''see (Pet, *///) attached,

Several cases are t Dr. loxley / Petitioner MaKdessi,*£Lt. Michael "set (Pei. H/l)

Obviously, Judge slnocKleys "NoT/fTlOMfcbove, makes it Char, that' Prosecutors 

admitted''t Without Gurleys cooperation ihe Jury would have Voted fifoT GUILT)!?

^QualiFyin/j as 1st Miscarriage oF Justice Except!

''Jod
NO

to aclual innocence^ion

'Mn Lfghf oFtLe neu) evidence, no juror , acting reasonably, Would havt— 
Voted to, Find Petitioner guilty beyond a reasonable doubt'' ffco scatters adMiltedJ 

ScMup/513 U.S <,nt 3JL7 , House ,5H7 U,S,, at 537. McQuigqtn, £69 U.S„ at 3&6.
5 "7he States Failure to disclose the promise of Leniency, Was material aFFectina

CREDIBILITY the suppression violated Due process that warrated a new trial* 
Gi^lio V. U.S./Va£ U.S.ISo (mi) quoting tiafue V,Illinois ,36o U.S.JU409S?)

6 * Constitutional violations has resulted in the Conviction oF Petitioner who
is acWlfy Innocent'' Schlup/gtsU» House,gtS37. McQuiggm, at39A.

7



XnJ ProcF oF Miscarriage e>F Justice Exception to actual linnocence I

7
deceived into denying the moil 

-» » 6
Claim 9. TFe trial TuJ^e 

sfnYe by deliLerale Extrinsic Fraud:

7
QuotfnaTTe trial lunge's fpljjsled jjjejce/ved Ruling in

inn inu)a s

Afakdessis trial i
"OKey■ In addition to the circumstantial evidence, there's also the 

testimony oF Fir, Gurley uJht says that the deFendant told him that 
he Came over that night, caught them j and shot him stalled her/ 
It becomes a. auestion oF CREDIBILITY/ and therefore , the motion 
to striKe is denied'5' .See (Tr, 112 6) attached.

Had all the above discovereJ impeaching neu) evidence not deliberately 

Fraudulently ConctAled by the State, proving that this principle witness 

Gurley is Labeled a*Habitual Liar', and exposing so much oF this Gurley's 

Suborn Fraudulent testimony/ then the trial Judge, abovei would HOT have 

called this Habitual Liar'* Gurley credible, and would NOT have denied
7 ^

the motion to striKe by Extrinsic Fraud.

{QllaliFying as &nd Miscarriage oF Justice Exception to actual innocence^

''Constitutional violations has resulted in the Conviction oF Fetit/oner 

U)ho is actually innocent*
Scblufi 513 U.S., af 327, HcOSt,SH7 0,5,,at536-37. PIcQuigginj 569 U.S.nk?*

''Fraud on the Court consist oF Conducti(i) on Part oF oFF/cer oF the court,03 that 
is directed to iudicial Machinery ItseiF/(j) that is intentionally FALSE, uiiliFuly 
blind to the Efi/tt; or is in redoes Jesregard For fhe froth, fhat is positive 
averment or CDNCEfiLMENT u)hen one is under duty to disclose / that 
DECEIVES Court"

DemganjuK V, petroVsKy, Id F.2d, 33X (6*h cir 1993)
Hazeh/H/as V, HartFord-Empire,3X2 U.S, 238 <j at211-16 (1911)

8



3rd frooF oF Miscarriage oF Justice Exception fa actualInnocence. %

Claim 10. Sfnce tbf trial Tudgt was Misled and Deceived,above in Claim*}, 

then also, no doubt, the 1ury were JmJjsieJand (Dejceived by this*Habitual 

L/ar 'Gurleys Extrinsic Suborn Fraudulent fasti Many fa their detrmenh 

when they Voted guilty by Extrinsic FravJ.

Ho doubt, the Jury5 verdict would have been NOT GUILTY, haJ tie 

Tvry \>etn presented and discovered ail the above neu) evidence oF this 

'Habitual Lick/'

Concealed mpeaching evidence.

Evert Prosecutors admitted in claim S. That Jurors Would have Voted 

HOT GUILTY Without this'Habitual Liar'Gurleys Suborn Fraudulent 

testimony!

Petitioner MaKdessi was never in the Same cell with him, or anyplace. 

close to this. Habitual Liar Gurley / and there Fore, IMPOSIBLE to have, 

tallied to this Tollhouse'Habitual Uar Gurley •

In Light oF all the above new evidence , no doubt, proires that, many 

Constitutional Violations has resulted in the conviction oF Petitioner 

Makc/essi Who is actually i

Gurley 's Suborn Fraudulent testimony and allthe Fraudulently

t"6innocen

N'Constitutional Violations has resulted in the Conviction oF Petitioner 

U)ho is actually innocent?
Scblup, 513 U,S,, at 3A7. House,SH7 U.S., atS36-37. McQui^imSO*} U.S.mtJU.

9
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

d/^MUst Consider this §JLJSJ/ /accordinI" Only the Supreme Court can

McQui^m, at 39/. (footing ChieF Tustice ROBERTS

"IF neat e Vi Jen ct proves that Constitutional Violations have resulted 

in the Conviction oF petitioner uiho is actually innocents Such that, 
a Federal Courts reFusal to hear the claims would he a 

'MSC/MRI/IGE OF JUSTICE

an a
to in House / at SSC, *

/ //

JL- New evidence proves that serious Constitutional Violations has resulted 

in Hit Conviction oF this Petitioner Flak'd ess i uiho is (acjti/ally ([njnocent.

3-Even Prosecutors Admitted Four years after Petitioners trial when they 

.secretly p txyed the suppressed promise oF Leniency in Claim B. that, 

^without their principle Witness Gurleys cooperation^ oF newly discovered

iy and Fraudulently Concealed Materialmany suborn Fraudulent iesti 

Facts and impeaching evidence presented in this

ForwarJ^j/hereFore , the Jury would h

i won

E>Petition / is Case 

Votedwould not have avfpjone

NOT GUILTY!

MaHes this case, EXTRftOKblHflRY< according to this Supreme Court 

in McQuj^in , at 39.2. quoting Schlupj at 3A7 $ House,at 536531, and

ChieF Justice ROBERTS and JusticeTHOMRS Concurring in House ,atSS6 .

There Fort*deny in a -this petition is a Miscarriage oF Justice ! House,atss6.

10



hlo.

/A/ THE
SUPREME CCURT OF THE UNITED STATES

in Re: Adit Eddie Ramez Matcdess) / fro se~ PETITIONER

ani4o,H For This Extraordinary u)rlt oF Hah 

Rule doj i "77)16 Peiltion uilll he In aid of the Courts Appellate Jurisdirh 

Thai excepitonal circuno stances warrant ike exercke oF ike Courts 

discret ion ary p

other Form or Frort Any oiker court•

Ru/t J.Q‘ Hi 171 Is Petitioner had Filed this U)rlt oF /ideas in ike Lower 

Federal Courts / and the Lower Federal Courts refused to hear ike Claims 

hy endorsing a. "Miscarriage oF Jusl'ice*. S££ Appendix A and 6

Because according dll JUSTICES inclosing ChleF JUSTICE ROBERTS *

*IF new evidence proves Thai constitutional violations have resulted in 
the Conviction oF Petitioner who is actually innocent / Such That 'A 
FEDERAL COURT'S REFU5/U To HEAR THE CLAIMS WOULD BE A 
MISCARRIAGE OF TU5TICEquoting chteF Justice in House at SSC and 

all Justices )n House v.Beil,swu,s,si% at S3c-37tf ssc, Cuoo6)

Rule Ao.l eas
ton,

and that adequate rehfF cannot he obtained in anyovers /

Because l

Respectfully Submitted

Jo~/-d.o/9
fltHb Eddie Pam e z Ma HdiSS / / & if X 79J. 6
Red 0/1 fan 5Hte prison
Protective Custody Unit
Ibloo H, JadS Rose HrahuiAV
P. D, Bo X 97o
Pound tlXA *lty£7 9
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CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,\

jiijy A? ,do(9Date:

II


