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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

1= In Liﬂhf of the new/y J;‘scaveredfrauc/u/enﬂ/ (Ancealea’:’m/)emch/nd eml/ence,

exposing many suborn Fravdulent fesf/mon)/ b}/ principle wifness,even prosecvtors

admitted that Juracs wovld have voted NOT GUILTY. . .see Claim 3 .. page 7

3~ No douvb?, trial .Tuo'ge Wou/a/ém/é’eranfd ﬂné motion To strike, In I.fahf oF the

new evidence . pro ving the motion was denied é}/ Fxtrinsic Frael.. see Claim T page 8

3- New evidence proves that Consfifufiqnal Violations has resvited in Hw_f

Conviction of this Petitioner who is acfua”y innocent .. See Claim 10 page 9

H-The Stale Frauz/u/fnf/}/ concealed that their principle witness is Labeled by
W
NorFail Courl Qf Police as a Habi)luaf l.l'arll.“ See Claim 1 ... f’aﬂe 5

§-The Stale Fra vJu/m/// concealed man /4 /h,veac/u‘nd evidence proving Fravdvlent

conviclion oF achaHy innocent Petitioner.. See Claims 1:4,387 Pages sE 6

6-The State made thelr Princiele withess fre:e;;f svhorn Fravdvient h’sﬁmon}/

and FraUa’u/en}/)/ Concea/fa//;is Promise oF leniency..‘_s_e_e Claims 4,56 835 fages 5.1

7-The State deprived petitioner oF his Valvable right to his one Full round
oF Federal habeas Ceview A)/ Extrinsic Fravd. see Claim 7... page 6

&- ﬁa‘osz’nﬂ to all TUSTICES)\Denyind this Petition is a Miscacriage of Tusfice . Pageto

(i)



LIST OF PARTIES

[ 1 All parties appear in the caption of the case on the cover page.
D4 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:

"Tn Re: Adlb Eddie Ramez Makidessi + Prs se - PETITIONER

Vs.
Commonwsealth of Virginla — RESPONDENT

(i)
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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

PETITION FOR WRIT OF i i HABEAS §2154

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

OPINIONS BELOW

[H/For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix A to
the petition and is

[ ] reported at ; Or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[t4 is unpublished.

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

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[ ] is unpublished.

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[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the court
appears at Appendix to the petition and is

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



JURISDICTION

[ﬂ’ For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was June 18 2019

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

["V}{timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: JU\)/ 23 , Jdol] , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix _C |

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including (date) on (date)
in Application No. A .

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

[ 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 (date) on (date) in
Application No. A :

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



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

Constitutional vielations has cesolled in the convicton of Petltioner

whe is ACILUa“}/ fnnocent.
Schiug, 513 U.S.,af 327, House, 547 1.5, at 536-37. McQu/g@)'n, 569 U.S. af 394,

6™ Amendment Access to the Covets

Jy th ﬂmm/mnf Due Process

Vislation oF 28 1.5.C. §3254 ¢

Petibioner Makldessi has been Violated by the State and deprived - Contrary
to congresstonal infent-oF his valuable rights fo his one Full round oF Federal

habeas review L)'/ Extrinsic Fravd vpon all courts and upon initlal Fedecal habeas

review. See Claim T page

' 6”’ /}anz/mM?t Access o the Federal habeas Courts

j4?h /)Mt’m!Mt’mL Due Process .



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Petbioner MaKdess Jiswvrrt'z/So much evidence in (Pet. 11 £ 5i2) /’rw/nd

actval innocence s Fravdvlent Concealments L Extrinsic Fravdvlent conviction .

The State c/e//l;i’rafely FraUa/ulfnﬂy concealed all the material Facts and
im pea ching evidence discovered in (Pet. 4it & 512) From all Courts . From Trial,

deFense, Tury, ditect appeals & initial Fedecal habeas, that wouvld have heen
IMPOSIBLE 1o discover with any J/'/iden(e s had it not been For the mirack
discovery oF investigative articles (Pet, 41 512) attached. Even deFense
attorney € disect appeal attomeys couvld not discover this evidence .

Petitioner Makicless! has been c/efrin- Contrary fo Coﬂdfessfolm/ intent-
oF his Valvable righf Yo one Full round oF Federal habeas review &

in MaKdessi V. walson, 684 F.supp.2d. 633 (E.D. Va. feb. 4. do10)
ond MakKdessi v.idatson , 1S Fed. Arex. 4383 (474 Cir Loil)
and Maklessi V. Watson s 132 S.ct dod (Roit)  No. 1p-110]3

This z/epr/'mf/'o/} oF Makiessi’s Valvable riﬂhfs to one Full round oF Federal
habeas review, above, was Violated and denied as the results of deliberate

Fravduvlent concealments oF So much /'mpeac/nfnd evidence and /’rfsenf/‘nﬁ

Extrinsic Suborn Feavdvlent 4esff'mon}// resuh‘;'ng inthe deliberate Extrinsic
Fravdvlent Convictton ofF actval innocenl Petittoner Makidess/ .

Svpreme Court held ¢
“Actual innscence , sefves as a gateway throogh which a Pet'tsner
may Pass whether the impediment is a proceduvral bar. asin Schlup v, Delo,
513 U.5.298 (1995) and in Hovse V. Bel], $47 0.5.518 (deo6),0r expiration ,
oF A.E.D.P.A. Statvle oF Limitation asin McQuiggin V. fe (Wins/ 569 0.5.383 (1073)”
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Claim 5. The State again made this' Habitual Uar,/Gur/ey present mare
Extrinsic Suborn Fravdulent +es+imon)/11‘hm’r:

\\Gur/(’y s hof g?fing fa l'cl anJ nofexpecﬁnd any Len iency For his fe.sf/man ; 7
see (Tr.1081) attached. ,

Claim €. The State again made this Habitval [/'ar”Gur/ey Present another
Exteinsic Suborn Fravdulent fesﬁmm}/thaf H
‘\Gur/eyfs Mo\nJafory Is only lo years"” see (Tr. 1081) attached.

Claim 7. The payment oF Leniency 1o fhis“//abifuall/'ar//Gurley was
qua/u/fm‘/}/ concealed and delibecately Jelayea’ by the State in a ‘Scheme”,
From doob Makdessis trial, until and aFter MakKdessi concluded all appeals
and aFtec initial Fedecal habeas was denied in Feb, 4 PULY and Violated
and deprived Makdessi o his right ts his one Full round oF Federal habeas
review, with all the newly discovered quo’ulmf/}/ Concealtd impeaching evidence
froving that no reasonable lvroc wosld have Found Makdessi guih‘;/ Leyona’

4 reasonable doubt, see Claim 8 next page

a
“The newly presented evidence may indeed cail ints quesﬁ’ons the CREDIBILITY
6F the witnesses presented at trial #
Schlup, 513 U.s., at 330
House, 547 U.S.,at 539, 126 5.t af 2678

T When a habeas petition has been dismissed on c/early defective .
Procedural ground . the State can hardly claim Ligitimate interest
in the Finalaffy oF that Tudgment, Indeed s the state has experienced
a windFal , While the State Prisoner has been deprived- contrary
to Congressisnal intent-oF his valvable right ts one Full round oF
Fedecal” habeas review 7

Gonzalez v. Ceosby . S4S U.S.534.,af54] 1 125 S.cH. 2641 at 1653 (40065)
r'd

6




Couvld not freviaus/}/ expose all oF f/)is\/'/ahfual Liar”Gur/fyé suborn
Fravdvlent ffsfiMony‘ fresenffc/ above, becavse the State quJqunHy oncealed
all the above discovered new imfmch/‘ng evidence From Makdessis trial,

defense, Jury , direct appeals ., & initial Federal habeas s that would have been
IMPOSIBLE to discover usith an)/a/i/idfnce, had it not bheen For the descovered
investigative articles (Pet. 411 € 512) attached.

This is how defective, deFense attorney and appeal attorneys were !

1st ProoF oF Miscarcriage of Tustice Exception +o actval innocence $

Claim 8. " Habitual Lia r"Gur/(’)/ got paid his Fravdvlently concealed
promised of l.enifncy,sa nd prosecutocs admited 1o Tudge ShocK]ey, f/mf.:/
without Gurley’s cosperation the Jury would have voted NOT GUILTY:

\ v

In Feb, a0t Tudge shockley CUT Gurltys active sentence From a5
o I yedrs hi's Promise of I.em'ency‘f becavse Prosecutor scott Vachris
asked the Judge to CUT Gurley’s sentence For his testimony against
Petitioner Makdessi and Fwo other cases” See (Pt 41) attached

“Iuérge shocKIey\NoTED’fhaf ‘Proseculors said” that several cases would
NOT have gone Forward w;‘ﬂ»wl‘&ur/ey& cooperation’ see (Fet. 411D attached,

Several cases are ! Dr. Loxley , Petitioner Makdessi & LT, Michael ? see CPet. 411)
Obvisusly Tw)ge shocKley’s "NOTATION,above, makes if Clear , that “Prosecotors
admitted s without Guf/e/§ Cooferahan the Jury would have voted NoTGuiLTy!

@ua/ifyina as Ist riscacciage of Justice Exception fo actual innocenc_c]

q“\n l»’ath oF the new evidence « no juro( ,ach‘ng reasonalaiy,woulc/ hav
Voted #o Find fetitisner guilty beyond a reasonable doubt” [Prosecutors aJm'#:J]

Sch\ug,sn U:S.,af 327, House,547 1).5.,a#537. Mcﬁw‘%in,sﬁ U.5., af 386.

> WThe State’s Failure fo disclose the promise of Leniency » was material afFectin

CREDIBILITY, the supression Violated Due process that wacrated a new teial?
Giglio v. U.S., 405 U.5.150 (1972) quoting Napue V.Illinois 1360 U.5. 264 (1957)

¢ “gonsmuﬁonal Violations has resvlbed in the conviction of Petibioner who
IS ac*u«ll)/ innocent” Schluf/afs.w. Hovse,at537. Mch:'ggin , at 394

7



&nd ProoF of Miscarciape of Justice Exceplion fo actual innocence?

Claim 9. The #rial IuJﬂe was Jeceivcfimla Aenyin6 the motion to
7 6
strike by delibecate Exteinsic Fraud e

7
Puating The telal ]’uJﬂels [t1i]sled [Dejceived Ruling in Makdessis teial 8

“OKey. In addition fo the circumstantial evidence , there’s alse the
testimony oF Mr. Gurley who Says thal the deFendant tsld him that
he came over that m’gh/'; cavght them and shet him stabbed her,
It becomes a question oF CREDIBILITY  and theceFoce s the motion
fo strike is denied # see (Tt 14.26) attached.

Had all the above J;‘s covered /'Mfeac/u‘nd new evidence not JL’//ZEM*F/}’
fmw/ulenﬁy concealed é}/ the State, proving that this principle witness
Guf/f)/ is Labeled a“Habitval Liac”, and exposing so much oF this Gurley's
svborn Fravdulent ’resﬂmnﬂ then the frial ]'quf’ s above, would NOT have
called this' Habitual Lfar/’Gurley credible . and would NoT have denied
the mstion to steike Ly Exteinsic Fravd 6

@Uali F)’ind as and Miscarriagc of Justice E)rceffion to actval innacenx]

6
“Constifutional violations has resvlted inthe conviction oF Petitioner
Who is acfua/l}/ innocent?

ScMuf, 5i3U.5., af 327. Hevse,547 0U.5,at 536-37. McQuiggin,sw U.S., 4139

7 _
“Frasd on the Court consist oF conduct20) on Pact oF oFFicer oF the court.@)that
is directed +o Sudicial Machinary itseiF ,3) that i's /'nf‘enﬁanally FALSE, willFuly
blind to the +ruth, oc isin reckfes desregacd For the truth, +hat is positive
averment ar CONCEALMENT when one is under Jufy to disclose s that
DECEIVES Court 7

Demjaniu/( Ve fefrovsl(Ty,Io Fad.338 (67h cir 1993)
Hazel-Atlas Vi HartFord -Empire ;342 U.5, 138 11 at 94~ Y& (1944)

8



3¢d PreoF oF Miscarriage of Tustice Exception to actval innocence 3

Claim 10. Since the trial Tudge was Misled and Deceived, above in Claim9,
then also, no dovbt, the Tucy were [mi]sled and [Déjceived by this Habitval
l/“a_r”Gur/e}/_'f Extrinsic Subarn Fravdulent testimony to their detrimenls
when they Vofed guilly by Extrinsic Fravd . |

Ns doubt, the Tury’s verdict would have been “NOT GUILTV://mJ Fhe

Juey been presented and discavered all the above new evidence oF thi's
*Habitval Lioc” GurIE)IS Subarn Fravdvlent ‘hzsﬁmony and all the FrauJulfnf/}/
concealed im /’eéchind evidence

Even Prosecutocs admitted in Claim 8. That Tucoes would have voted
NOT GUILTY without this' Habitval [:‘M//Gurle}/‘s Suborn Fravdulent
testimon Y N

fetifioner MaKdessi was never in the same cell with him or anyplace
close 4o this Habitual L/“Ar//Csur)ey/ and there Foce , IMPOSIBLE 1o have
falked Fo #his Tailhouse Habitval Liarl/Gur/e)/.

In Light oF all the above new evidence , no dookt, proves that many
Constitutanal vislations has resuvited inthe conviction of Petitioner

[ ‘
MaKdessi wiho 1's acfuall)/ innocent?

¢ ’ . ) N . I efe
“Constitutisnal Vielatians has resulted inthe conviclien of Petitioner
whe is actually innocent _
Schluf, SI13 U.S., at 3&7. House 547 U.5., al534-37. chuiggimm 0.5.1at392.
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'‘REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

I- 0/7/)/ the Supreme Court can anJ,“Musf consider this §1&S‘/I/’acmnjf‘nd

1o McQUi%in, at 391 . 7Uofind ChieF Justice ROBERTS in House,at 556 2

“IF new evidence proves that Censtitulional Vislatisns have resulted
Inthe conviction oF petitioner who is actvally innocent, such that,
a Federal Court’s reFusal to hear the claims would be a

*MISCARRIAGE OF JUSTICE’”

A- New evidence pProves that secisus Constifulional Violations has resvlted
in the conviction oF this Petifioner Makdessi who is fagitvall Y finlnocent.

3-Even Prosecutors admithed Four years affer Petitioners teial when Mf}/
seccetly rayfal the suppressed promise of Leniency inClaim 8. that,

Ew:’/houf their principle witness Gurleys Coafffﬂ‘“orﬂ of nw/}/ discovered
mMany svborn Fravdvlent fesﬁmon)/ and Frau:/ult’nﬂ)/ concealed material

Facts and /M/’Ed(/‘l/'ﬂd evidence /’resenfen/ inthis pefifion, Eﬂu’s case
would not have gone ForwarJﬂ,ﬂ)PrfFo re. The Tury would have voted

NOT GUILTY!

Makes this case. EXTRAORDINARY . armn/ind 1o this Supreme Court
in Mc@viggin, at 392. 7Uo7‘/nd Schlupsat 327 & House .at 536-537, and

ChieF Justice ROBERTS and Justice THOMAS Concum‘nd in Hovse . 01856 .

. \
Therefore, ‘\Jen)/ina this Peﬁh’an IS a Miscarriadc ofF Iusfice/?ﬂou:c,afss&

o



No.

IN THE
SUPREME COURT oF THE UNITED STATES

In Re: Adib Eddlie Ramez Makdessi, Prs se- PETITIONER

Rule 20.1 and 20.4 For This EXfmorJa’Mr}/ wrlt oF Habeas
Rule 20.1 ¢ This Pefltion will he in aid oF #he Court’s Appellste Jucisdiclion,

That exceff)o»a/ ciccumstances warcant the exercise oF the Cousts

Ji’screvlfonm)/ Powers . and that 40/67047‘8 relteF cannot be qH’m‘nea/in any

other Forr or From any ofher covrt. Becavse

Rule 0.4t This Petitioner had Flled this wrlt oF Habeas in the Lower
Federal Courfs . and the Lower Federal Courts re Fused to hear the Claims
Ay Cn:/arsind a “M?surr:“age oF Jushice”. 144 /?/’fEna//'x # and B

Becavse acconJinﬂ to all JUSTICES inclqunﬂ ChieF JUSTICE RoBERTS ¢

“IF new evidence Proves +hat consttutional violations have resolted in

the conviction oF Pefitioner who is actvally innecent s Such That,'A
FEDERAL COURTYSs REFUSAL To HEAR THE CLAMS WoULD BE A
MISCARRIAGE OF JUSTICE’” quofn'nd chieF Jushce in Hovse at 556 and

all TUSTICES in Hovsé V.Bell , S47 0,5.518 at 536-37 556 (d006)

ReseectFolly Submitted

Jo~/-2019

. y AA A

Adlh Eddie Ramez Makdesss  #1187946
Red Onlon State Peison

Protectlve Costsdy Unlf

16800 H. Jackl Rose Hrahway

Lo, BoX 970

Pound VS 24279




CONCLUSION

The petition for a writ of m should be granted.

Respectfully submitted,

W AR

Date: JUI}I A7 ',020/9
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