IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

Sefe Almedom A705 623

Petitioner Pro Se,

Vs Case No. 24-6902

George Fedredick, Warden
PETITION FOR REHEARING

Respondent, : EN BANC PER CURIAM
PER RULE 44
PEITTION FOR REHEARING EN BANC PER CURIAM
PER RULE 44

Now comes Pro Se Petitionmer in the above caption case and respectful-
ly Beseech this Most Honorable Tribunal in His PETITION FOR REHFARING EN
BANC PER CURIAM. The reasons for the cause of action is more fully Sup-
ﬁlicated herein, hereafter, to wit;

1. As this Court have repeatly Heard Cases in Clear Violation of Fe-
deral Constitutional/Statutory law as in this Case. When the Ohio Supreme
Court have Personally Ruled Contrary to a Well Established Ruling by this
Court. SEE: LOCKETT VS OHIO, 98 S.Ct. 2945, along with Chio's Supreme
Court Ruling to the Contrary, see Entry in support, for a Correct Ruling
concerning this decision, for which is ever PRAYID.

2. Further, this Court has Ruled once a Statute has been Abrogated by
An Executive Crder, State Officials Laék Wholly Subject Matter and/or Per
sonal Jurisdiction to Act. SEE: FELONIES-SENTENCES EFFECTIVE UNTIL JULY
Olst, 1996, that need to be Considered by this Court, for which is ever
PRAYED,

3. Fipally, this Court will not allow Fraud Upon The Court Knowingly,

Nor Tolerate Knowingly False Testimony Uncorrected in Violation of well




established Federal Constitutional And Statutory Law to be Violated as in

this Case, for consideration before this Court, for which is ever PRAYED,

Therefore, Nine Reasonable Minded, Rational Person as Facts Finder
Souldn't Ignore Well Established Federal Constitutional Law as Decided by
this Court, Or An Unreasonable Application of Well Established Federal /
State Constitutional And Statutory Law to be Violated as in this Case.
When the Petitionmer is Supplicating this Most Honorable Tribunal to Con-
sider Hearing this Case. As the Petitioner is Beseeching this Court of
the Highest Moral Standards, to Address these Federal And State Substan-
tive/Procedural Constitutional/Statutory Rights for a Fair and Neutral
decision in this Case, for which is ever PRAYED, iﬁ Compliance with SEE:

HAZFL-ALTAS GLASS CO. VS HARTFORD EMPIRE CO.; 322 U.S. 238 conecarmirg
Fraud Upon The Court, and GLOSSIP VS OKLAHOMA, 145 S.Ct. 612, 2025 U.S.
LEXIS 865 concerning Prosecution's Failure To Correct a Witness's Trial
Testimony in Violated of the Due Process Clause, for which is ever PRAYED

Respectfully submitted,

Sefe 'A. Almedomy; Pro se
Box 57, A705 623, 3/D 31-B
Marion, Ohio  43301-0057

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, hereby Certify, that a copy of the Petitionmer's Petition For Rehearing
En Banc Per €Curiam was sent Via Regular U.S. Ordinary Mail to the follow=-
1ng parties, to wit; The Supreme Court Of The United States, Clerk Of Cou
rt's Office, 1 F1rst Street North East, Washington, D.C, 20543-0001; And
to: Ohio Attorney General's Offlce Correctional Litigation Section, 30

East Broad Street, 23rd Floor, Columbus Ohio OAGO-43215. This

day of Apri 20 25
Sefe A. ; i;'egom, %6"55

Box 57, A705 623, 3/D 31-B
Marion, Ohio 43301-0057

e |




FILE, STAMP & RETURN

”

I hereby Certify, that this Certificate In Support Of Re-
hearing along with Federal Substantive Constitutional Reasons

for this Most Honorable Court's Independant Examination, to wit

1. ‘Accordingly The United States Supreme Court Ruled. "No
Void Entry," contrary to well established Federal Constitution-
al And Statutory Law, will be allowed to stand Contrary to a

_Fedgralgﬁbﬁstitu;ignal Precedent decided: by this Court In: SEE:}.. . -

LOCKETIT VS OHIO, 438 U.S. 586, 98 S.Ct. 2954, for which is ever
PRAYED.

2, Furthermore, this Court have Ruled. "A LIE IS A LIE,"
no matter [#270] what its subject, and if it is in any way Re-
levant to the Case. This Court has the responsibility and a
Duty to Correct what it knows to be False and Elicit thats not
the Truth. When an Executive Crder has Abrogated that Statute.
According to: FELONIES SENTENCING EFFECTIVE UNTIL JULY 01ST,
1996. NAPUE VS ILLINOIS, 360 U.S. 264, 79 S.Ct. 1173, for which:
is ever PRAYED.

3. Finally, this Court have Repeatly Ruled against, "Fraud
Upon The Court," based on Knowingly False Evidence Or Testimony
in any Court of Law. The U.S. Supreme Court has a Duty to make
its Own Independant Examination of the Record. When Federal
Constitutional Deptivetion are alleged as in this Case accord-
ing to: -GLOSSIP VS OKLAHOMA, 145 S.Ct. 612, 2025 U.S. LEXIS
865, for which is ever PRAYED. 1/

Respectfully subpitted,

Marion, Ohio 43301-0057

1/ Petition For Rehearing En Banc Per Curiam Per Rule 44.and
Certify that this Petition for Rehraing is Presented in Good
Faith and Not for Delay, for which is ever PRAYED.




THE SUPREME GOURT O THE STATE OF OHIO

THE STATE OF OHio, : - AT o 1978 TERM
City of Columbus, | Ayt 19 17 To wit: __ August 16, 1973 1*
| T ran s | ; ENTR Y y
P Tﬁe C‘ourt cominp; now to Gonsldel’ the Judgment of the Supreme ‘

'(}uu'rt of the tinitegd Sates in tlwr. aHes of {ocke Lt v, Ohio and Bell v, Ohio, and i LS T

con.tormity with the miandstes 1ssued on the ba.si.-s theraot, hereby orders that the

AdndEments in Ui oy i net faprih hm-::mnﬂ--r. H| !Tirmin;-; e deslh Hentmm o pach

of the defendanta nared they e.m, are hex ehy modified z the dea.th Sentence of each

of such defendants ‘ig reduced to life imprisonment,

It is further ordered tha.t the Clerk of this Court 1ssue & certified
" copy of this éntry to the Superintendent of the Southern Ohio Correctional Facility who
shafi acknowledge receipt thereof, and to the Clerks of the Courts of Common Pleas

of the counties named herein,

Case No. ‘ o v " C County

T 75-149 State t;:f Ohio . C_arl L. -Be}yless . _' Summit

_‘ 75-480 State of Chio v, ﬁoger L. Strodes . Clark
75-84% State of Ohio v. John William Halri'is : Franklin
75-0975 _ State of Ohio v. James J. Royster Franklin

' 75-1070 State of Ohio v. Taylor Hancock " PFramin
76-38 - - State of Ohio v. Floyd Edwards’ | . Summit
76-137 State of Ohio v. Ricardo L. Woods Hamilton
76-143 State of Chio v. Robert P, Lytle Greene
76-155 _ State of Ohio v, Roland A. Reaves Hamilton #
7"5=219 State of Ohio v. Jesse Black : Richland
16-424 State of Ohio v, Sandrg Lc-cgett . Summié.

7§-489 Jdtate of Ohio v, Willie Lee Beill Hamiltan
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Cheasd
tencing phase. The joint opinion announe-
ing the judgment found that the Texas
courts had ‘construed the second special

question “so as tp-allow 2 defendant to

bring to the jury’s attention whatever mit-
gating circumstances he may be able to
show.” Id., at 272, 86 8.C¢,, atms(opin-
fon of Stewart, Powell, and STEVENS, JJ.).

il Lockett », Ohiv, 438 U.S, 585,
{8 8.t 2954, X7

o Wc&m& 455 US. 104, 102 S.C. 869,
71 LEd2d 1 (1982), the Court

o1 S P
mr 0. Stmth Cmmlim, 476 US 1, 106
8.0t 1689, 90 L.Ed.2d 1 (1986), the Court
expressly stated that the sentencer must be
given el mitigating evidence, defined as
any evidence that serve ‘ss a basis
forammlessthmdmth”’ Id, at 5,
106 5.Ct,, at 1671 (quoting Loekets, supra,
438 US,, at 604, 98 S.Ct., at 2964).

mnmenfmeminmdnastterﬁm

) Skipper, supra, 476 US,, at
4 -106 S.Gt. a.t 1&71 i torn gquothhg EFd-
déugs,mﬁsﬂs 2t 110, 102 8.Ct,, at
&74), hmﬁd&xhgthemﬂdﬂyofaﬂor-
ide desth sentemes, the Court concluded
that “it could not be clearer that the advis- *
ory jury was instructed not to consider, and
the sentensing judge refused to consider,

reasons ’?"ﬂ z this firmly es

; . 89

evidence of nonstatutory mihga n eir-
curnstances, and that the proce '-.i-:

-therefore did not comport with the réhuiye-

ments of Skipper ..., [» South Camplinag,

S. 1, 106 S.Ct. 1669, 90 w 2d 1
( Eddings ..., [v. Oklahom,. 455
US. 104, 102 8.Ce. 869, 71 i 2d 1
(1982)), and Lockett ... [v. Ohio, 438 TJ.8.
586, 98 S.Ct. 2954, 57 L.Ei2d 973 l' B8)]."
‘481 US., at 399, 107 S.Ct, at 1824 |

thmamitlsclearthatlrele-

lished
rule lie in the umque nature.of the death

penalty. ‘“[Dleath is 2 ‘punishmen; differ— :

ent from all other sanctions,’ [eitation] and
therefore the considerations thaff inform
the sentencing decision may be flifferent
from those that might be relevanty _-‘- other
liability or punishment determibhations.”
Booth v. Maryland, 482 US. 49§ 509 B
12, 107 8.Ct. 2529, 2536, n. 12, L.Ed2d
440 (1987) {quoting Woodson v. lrth Car-
olina, 428 U.S. 280, 308-304, 808 96 S.Ce.
2978, 2990-2991, 2991, 49 L.Ed2d gy
(lﬂﬁ)(plurahtyophion of Stewatft, Powell,
end STEVENS, 13.)). To thss ang miﬁgab-
ing evidence that might be exciudable in
noneapitalsentencing procedurell .may he
crucial in 2 eapifal case. i

. ' These cases recognize |
erca.nnotma,haajudgmmt

asentem-
-. 26 Onthe
facts of the particular case witlout 23 pele-
‘vant mitigating evidence, Suminer, supro,

5}

at‘?&-’i‘ﬁ,ﬂndn

075.Gt, 8t 2122-2723, and
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Court: Siupreme Court - ' '
Date: Decemiber 4, 1916

Thepower to p ding the power to reprievé or commute, belongs to |
the Executive alone.United States v. Kiein. 1- | 8 .

ect 2 e, 25 Wall, 128¢ Ex parte W ells,

How EQZ . B [he-Laura 114 U.S, 411, concr
n to the pardoning power, jt

M, &

only fines. If the power here in question appertal
.cannot belong té the court; if it be not a Ppower of pardon, the court could or?ﬁf
| acquire it through of Congress or common law, See Blackstone; Tucker's
ed,, Book 1V, ch. soxi, p. 397, Congress has haver attempted to bestow such a
power on the District Courts or Judges. 1t has merely conferred a linvitsg power
I of parole on judges In the District of Columbia (36 Stat, 864). If it had ever .
meant to confér so wide a power, it would have said so plainly. There are laws
W@;h’.pm\{ﬂde for stay of execution on ﬂneg and penalties in certain specific
instances; for avoiding indefinite impris@mﬁent_ on accourit of fines and costs;
for motlons for new trials, motions in arrest of judgment, and writs of error,

Otherwise, the federal statutes evince a plain intention that sentence must be
prompt and execution likewise, ' ‘

Note.—(a) "The governor shall have the power to grant reprieves,
commutations, and pardons; after conviction; for all offences ,
except treason and cases of ﬁmpeachmem,.;,up_on such conditions,
and with such restrictions and limitations as he may think proper,
subject to such regulations as may be provided by law relative to
the manner of applying for pardons. Upon conviction for treason,
he shall ‘have power t?suspend the execution of the sentance,
until the case shall be reported.to the legislature at its next
meeting, when the legislature shal either pardon or commute the-
sentence, direct the execution of the sentence, or grant” '
a_[**4] further reprieve. He shall annually communicate to the
legislature each case of reprieve, commutation, or pardon
jranted; stating the name of the convict, the crime of which he
Mas convicted, the sentence and its date, and the date of the

:ommutation, -parden, or reprieve.” (Const. 1846, 4r. 4, § 5.) ;
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COLUMBUS - The U.S. Supreme
Court on Wednesday added. The
Court without comment refused to
allow the. execution delayed by
Federal Courts over concemss that
S e ATTIES (0 CCTAATE o0 T the State continues to deviate
:',‘ Th 18 WE — '. e e too often from the writtem Rules,

. 5L The Court Denied the State's

mm#m Appeal that said Ohio had’Strayed
semeys wiie trying

W too far from its Policies to be

Trusted to carry out the Death
"." Sentence for now.
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