
IN THE
Supreme court &f the united states

in Rt', ftthb EJJte Ramez MaKdesss (Pro se-PETI /loNER

Petition for rehearing bn banc

COME Nolo fro se Petitioner and submit His Petition Per rehearing En Banc, 

Leeaosc His Supreme Court made a serious Error by dIs hissing His Petit/o

Rule 39.2 tuJi£n £vidtrue preues > / /s run 

Dyslexic petitioner to a hl^h standard/ and in Vi d I nil an oF [si Y JUSTICES ru/in^sj 

)a BuctC V. DaV/S, 127 S.ct. IS9 Olo/t) EDID/AIC-S i

n as

~t i And held NilsFrivolous or Malicious

I* "if uas mapf ro pride Ed consider RACE [fie matter h 

INJECTED into He proceeding"

X-S A Conviction obtain ed by Rad a I Fuhr Is In Fad An EXTRAORDINARY 
6o (T)(&) motion (or usrit oF //idas) that must be granted *

3- *Rtlyin 
in He

otti d USAS

a on Rac£ to in pose a criming) Sanction Poisons Public Confidence 

JuJicaI process / d Hus jJnjures not Jus I He deFenJantj, but He Lav 
as An institution', . He commundy at Larne, and democratic idea!
feFlecled 1* the process oF our Courts" Bucht at 77&

H- "it u)as an Error fo deny a prisoner his Sixth Amend Med C/aims cohere 
he demonstrated ineFfedive assistonct usher? his attorney refused to 
ohjed h He 'INJECTION of RACE' into He trial"

Petitioner u)iII Te\y on the above Four grounds held by SIX JUSTICES o F 

He Soprtrst Court as his neus grounds not previously presented, Rule tiH.
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V

I~ 77)e resfondlent diJ neV File a bf/eF m opposition in-Hu's Court because

i deny that they intentionaly /A/TEC TED H flcE" 

Fraudulent* and extremely frejuJi'ci'^l t-Maif at trial as (com.Ex. 6F), 

And because Respondent CONFESSED At) March Ah £o/A in

they in Acan no

Heir

Motion to dismiss Petitioners Claim oF Extrinsic Fraud Ly Stating that l 

this e-mail CPei- Ex, 6 , Com.EX, fit is only Intrinsic Fraud F, uhichCom

he cannot obtain relief", See CcaJFESSIO Al as(fet.6x> loo) attached,

the e-mail is Intrinsic Fraud and HeirHere Fore , Respondent K, 

SCHEME is to intenthnaly

new
&

111 Tc /"r o »* / //./'. f /) JL *■ 1i/v«itui nrrcc mro rnetnai rnar *

am in LEB#A)0/1J BayrutJ set (Pel, i , Com. Ex, £1 at l)

Heshalah to dinner , see (com.Ex, 61 at S~)

(C) The Common wealth Fraudulent closing argument $ extremely prejudice J 

the Jury And INJECTED RfiCE'l
* He Said in here that he has to tatde ^Lebanese 

dinner and sfenJ •$3oc'oc on them* (Tr./XXu)

ftO 'defendant h

(h) v'l)fFeni/uii‘ taHes Lebanes Atm1

terrorist$] to

He a Love proves '
(0 Re5 j’erwlen't knew tie t-Mai! is Intrinsic FfAird; 

(Ji) Res fond tut kntxij Petitfon<?r never wrote this e-mail •
(3) Respondent Committed Fraud in a SCHEME and'lfillECTED RBCe" 

into the trialFraudulently Made a Messianic Jewish Petitioner

a terrorist-hy extremely prejudiced the Jury aq

<d

U;ains ,m. -

’ BucF V, Davis, 137 S.ct. 7J9 &0/7)
® "1/ u)as inappropriate to consider RftCE Jno matter haul it 

U)as ' INJECTED' into the proceeding*



<A- ThaI attorney Reed Refused to object to the ''iNTECTIOAl OF RUt" 

into tke iruI even when Petitioner kept telling trial atbmey that this

'' °i
t-roalt Ccom.ex.4i) is Fraud because Petitioner never wrote Mis e-Msud,

to FRAtU3) and toand Petitioner keft de\MAv\dfn^ tff*l atWney object 

ihe ItfJECTlOAl OF Mj RACE " /»to ike trial and prejudiced He Jury, 

And ChiVi i (&)Hk) in initial Federal habeas Was ^dismissed without conduct/^

/Verii dtiermlnatioti into Com, 4! also Known as fet.EX.Tj even When 

Respondent Co Al FUSS ED to this e-matl (Com. £x.6l) le/n/j Intrinsic Fraud y 

set CoaiFESSIoN (fcf-Ex. loo) attacked

Any

to SIX JUSTICES in this Supreme Court ttolJ/nQ in 

Buck U, Davisy 137 S.Ci. 75 9 (Aon) I

ticca fith
&

iJer FACE J~ho Matter hot*)(a) ''it was inaffroprlate to
it ms INJECTED into Me proceeding"

cons

(k) "It Was an Error to deny a Prisoner his 5ixth Amendment 
Claims where he demonstrated ineFFcctivt assistance when 
his attorney reFused io oh ted to tkes iMTECTloN oF RACE 
into tke trial"

(0*A Conviction obtain eJ Ly ' ItiJECTloN Of RACERS inF^cf An 

Extraordinary 6o (h)(6) Motion (or well of habeas) that must he 
granted * '

fd) ' Relying cn Race to impose & criminal Sanction 'Pciscos PutiiV
CcnFidence in ike Judical process , it thus [Injures not Just the JeFendantj/ 
hut 'tk el a to as an institution'tke coMMUnity at lar^t ,and 

;; ;..... sde^cr^it^ /dea/ rrFkrttd ifi^ tkt fJPcess of our Courts'' Buck at 77S

Petitioner will rety on tke above Four Substantial grounds fa,hjc’dd) not 

Previously frestnied. Rule HH .
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Conclusion

flccorJiHQ io 5ix Justices in BucK^ v.Dav/s,/j7 s.ct. 7s? Cjloh)

This CxifACcdio A<y uirlh oF tf/Leas should he yj hed•ran

Respectfully submitted

DAie Ocioier $, Aoj/
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X
0« Mint, JLl.iHU TXi tH-tr*'/oxishJ CoUFESSES, , 

iK'»s (pei.ex.6 i/ Cbn.ex.6i) is foFjici Infrinsic Fwjaknt WTECTHjfr_Rftc£,
adversary, from having ¥trial Id. “A collateral challenge to a judgment obtained

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

+U -h

prevents the court or non-defrauding 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, “[t]he 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.

^ ^ |~At best, petitioner's claims raise allegations of intrinsic fraud ffor which he cannot

obtain relief pursuant to Code § 8.01-428. Fundamentally, petitioner’s current

allegations are the types of contentions routinely addressed on direct appeal or in

habeas corpus. Any claims for relief made pursuant to Code § 8.01-428 and in

particular § 8.01-428(D) therefore should be rejected.

Every allegation not expressly admitted should be taken as denied.

WHEREFORE, the respondent prays that the petitioner’s motion be denied

and dismissed. Given that petitioner's allegations fails to establish extrinsic fraud his

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

\oO
Respectfully submitted,

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 
Respondent herein PlArch AJ ,JLo

~ :--

l/SfiBy:
1/-f'Virv'*

F.2d 378, 381 (4th Cir. 1990)); United States v. Roane, 378 F.3d 382, 402 (4th Cir. 
2004j; Moore v. Quarterman, 534 F.3d 454, 462 (5th Cir. 2008).
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M THE
.SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

In Rd i fidtk Eddie Ramiz. Mnl^dess/, Pro sc~ PETITIONER

RULE HH CERT I FI CATE /A/ GooD FAITH

iLl ike araunJs Are LidieJComE Aldus Pdihl&ntr, Pro sc, And cerllFy 

is Sniervenhpj Circurtdances oF SulsianHa! or contra Uin^ eFFed and io 

other Substantial grounds not previously presented ,

J FaiII) And no! For del

6

presented inAnd

Ap >8**

R espetiFully sukni HeJ

0do her 3 , SLQqUdHe


