No. dI-S4€A

IN THE
SUPREME CouRT 6F THE UNITED STATES

In Ret Adib Eddie Ramez MaKdessi, Pro se~PETITIONER

PETITION FoR REHEARING EN BANC

COME NOw Pro se fetitioner and svbmit Hic Pelition For r£/)é’An'nd En Banc,

Lecavse #his SUfftme Court made a Serious Error A}/ Jlsm’sja‘nﬂ this Pefition as
/de sd hald Hic

< N . K
- malicisus Rule 39.8 when evidénce l‘fn’c’s ;‘f is ne? . as

1
Frivelouvs &i

3)/5/e)(ic fer‘;’f/onfr fo a -ﬁid/) .danJaralz ‘Afx'zl;lit_r Violafion oF le JUSTICES ru/inﬁ;__s_'
in BucK v. Davis, 137 s.ct. 159 (1017) ﬁDD/IVGS <

V- “1+ was inappropriate 1o consider RACE ‘[n-o matter how i/t was
INTECTED into the fProceeding]”

2- 4 conviction shtatned ‘}/ Ractal Frctoe is iaFact an EXTRAORDINARY
bo (53(€) mstron (or ‘writ of #abtas) that must be granted #

3- “Rel/r‘n on Race to impose a criminal sanction \Fo/'soas Public Codf/A’ncc’/
in the Todical process ./t thos E‘n'uru not Just Hhe deFendant), but the Law
as an insHiobon”, .. . He commonty at Large, and democratic ideal

teFlected in the process ofF sur Courts? HJ;IC/\/ at 778

4. Tt was an Ercor fo deny a Prisoner his Sixth Amendwment Claims where
he demonstrated ineffective assistance when his attorney refused 1o
alyjecf to #he ‘INTECTION oF RRCE’ inlo the frial *

- ____'_vﬁéﬂﬂoﬂc)[_ will J:giy_"qn‘ﬁ;e‘ above ~Faur_@-rouan '/w/ai/.éy SIX_C_T_L}QICEs oF
the Suprewe Court as his new 5rwnJ.s not previsvsly fresented, Rule 44 .



|- The rcsfonalen‘l" Ahl not File a brieF 'n offos”‘lan i this Court becavse
Me)l cannof Jeny that they /ﬂffﬂ?‘/analy‘fNTECTED RACE” in a

“FfAUJU’tdbanJ exfremely rreJan‘cfal e-mall at trial as (Com.Ex.6)),

and becavse Resfom}enf \‘COA/FESSEDII on March 21, 20/1 in their
motion o dismiss Fetitioners Clair of Extrinsic Fravd by Stating that ;
\\Hu's e-rail CPet.Excé . ComEx(I) is an/y\ /nf’rins/'c Fravd IFfoM which
he camnot obtatn celieF% sce CONFEssIoN as(Pet.Ex.100) attached ,

\ %
There Fore , Res fonJcml Knew the e-mall is Intrinsic Fravd “and theic

I\ Y
om k) om m M '. ‘, 'Tl:' g “.’ - "4’ _Lf P
SCHEME is 1o /'nfenmnu)' INTECT RACE" info the Frial 74ai Says

[ %)

(a) “Defendant born in LEBANON Ba/ruf,”& (tehé  Com Ex 41 atl)
(b) “Defendant takKes Lebanes army Heshalah to dianer's see (com.€x. 61 af &)
(¢) The Commonwealth Fravdulent closix ardumcnf' & extremely frﬂ'uJiceJ

the Tury and “INJECTED RACE ¢

“He said in here that he has 1o fake gféant'se ferrorisfg to
dinner and spend #300°°° on them 7 (Tr 1644

The above proves that ! ,
N Resfonzlen* Knew #He e€-mall is /n?"r;'nsfc FfﬂUJ;

() Respondent Knew Petittoner never wrote #his e-mail , ®
(3) Respondent Committed Feavd in a SCHEME and INTECTED RACE™

into #he trial & Fravdvlen y made a messianic Tewish Pelibioner

a tercocist ;iby— extremely prejudiced the Jucy againsthim. -

© BucK V. Davis, 137 s.ch 759 (@0/7) )
@ 1+ was inappropeiate to consider RACE Ep matter how |+
Was “INTECTED' into #he fracthina"

&



3- Trial attorney Reed ReFused to object to the “INTECTION oF RAce”
info the trial even when Pebitionec Kept feling trial atorney that his
e-mail Ccorm. Ex.41) is “FfAUJ “Vecavse Petrbioner never wrate #is e-rral,
and Petittoner Kept demanding trtal atocney object to FRAUD and 4o
the “/N.TECT/DA/ oF My RACE " into He #rial and frfJquceJ the Jury,
and Claim 1 (BYX) in initral Federal habeas was DiSM:‘sstJ withsot conJu:#nd

any rerl} determmation into Cors. Ex.€) also Knows as Fet, Ex.é] even When
Kt’sf’OnJ(’n‘I‘ CONFESSED to this e-rail (Com.Ex.61) ét’f»@ Intrinsie Fravd,
see CoNFESSioN (Pt Ex. 100) attached

Aecocding to SIX SUSTICES in this Supreme Court Holding in

BucK v Davis, 137 S.cd. 759 (2017) ¢

@ “It was inappropciate o Consider ‘RHCE,Em matter how
i+ was INJECTED into the fraceedmj”

(1) “1+ was an Erroc to z/fny a Prisoner his sixth Bmendment
Claims where he demonstrated inefFective assistance when ,
his attorney reFused to aéjecf to the ‘INTECTION oF RACE
into He trial”

(A conviett on oL?"m‘nfa/ L)’"MJECTIOM oF RRCE/iS l‘nFA("’ an

EH'M&FJMA(}/ 60 (8)(6) motion (or writ of habeac) that must he
granted #

(cl) “Ke’lyfne en Race o /'M/MSC’ a4 criminal sanchion ‘Psicons Public
ConFrdence ta the Todical Process it #hus qul{res not Just the J?F(mldnﬂ

S bt he-Law as an inshistion”, .o the <ommonidy af large s and

o democratic-ideal reFlected in the Process of sor Covets? Buck af 778 -~

fetitioner will rely on #he above Four Sovbstantial drau;m/s (a,b,c%d) not
Frfw‘ous// frescmleJ. Rule 44 .



CoNCLUSION

ﬂccora[/»d 1o SIX JUSTICES in BucK v. Davis, 137 s.ct 759 (o17)

This Exr‘morJina()/ Welt oF Habeas shovld be dranf-ez/«

Res fec‘}FU”)' submitted

Y ANY

Date October 8, 2041




On Meicch ,Lf, 0/ 77«0 4//'&/‘)19}/ di‘nen\/'; 46?;{’5};“"} COMFESSE;R tha + ! p
1his (FH.Ex.JZ, Com. EX. qi/)__iijnfq[gf /nfrig{/"g l;’rau/u/mf e-ra// INJECTING RACE,

adversary, from having a trial . . . ™ Id. “A collateral challenge to a judgment obtained

by extrinsic fraud is allowed because such fraud perverts the judicial processes and

—

~ prevents the court‘on‘,non-defraudin_g party from discovering the fraud through the

regular adversarial process.” Peet v. Peet, 16 Va. App. 323, 326-27, 429 S.E.2d 487,

490 (1993). In contrast, “[tjhe judgment of a court,«:"'procured by intrinsic fraud, i.e., by

perjury,. forged documents, or other incidents of trial related to issues material to the

judgment, is voidable by direct attack [only] before the judgment becomes final.” Id. i
A ' 5
@@ vAt best, Betitioner's claims raise allegations of intrinsic fraud jfor which he cannot

thain relief pursuant to Code § 8.01-428. Fundémentally,qpetitioner’s, current
'allegations are the types of contentions routinely addressed on direct appeal or in
habeas corpus. Any claimsifor relief made pursuant to que § 8.01-428 and in
- particular § 8.01-428(D) therefore should be rejected.
Every allegation not expréssly adm-itteq should be takeﬁ as c_ienied.
WHEREFQRE, the respondent prays that the petitioner’s motion bé denied
and dismissed. Given tr,;ét petitioner's- éllegations fails to establish extrinsic frayd his

motion is untimely and should be dismissed.pursuant to Rule 1:1.

Respectfully submifted,

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
Respondent herein Mar:A 21,2012

F.2d 378, 381 (4th Cir. 1990)); United States v. Roane, 378 F.3d 382, 402 (4th Cir.
2004); Moore v. Quarterman, 534 F.3d 454, 462 (5th Cir. 2008).
32 ‘




Noo _AI-S264

: IN THE
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

In Re ! pdib Eddie Ramez MAKJ&’!S;( Pro se- PETITIONER

RULE 44 CERTIFICATE IN GooD FAITH

CoME Nows Pelitoner, fro se, and cer#if)/ Hhat Fhe drau;qu are Lmited
o /‘mtert/em‘ng eircumstances oF svhstantial or wnfro///'nd eFFect and 4o

1 i { ! 2 1 R 7 o i / { _ ! .
other Svbstantial 6rmmd's not frew‘nusl/v [resenttd 4 and /’raenfed in

8““1 Faith Ana[ not Forc JEIA}’ ‘
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