[docket number]

IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

¢

WM aJ U)e«'/efj [Name of party),

Petitioner

VS.

un}-f'e(\, 5-)2-/&5 [Name of party),

Respondent

exrin [nature of proceeding, e.g.,
ON PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI
TO THE UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
"FOR THE _4#h CIRCUIT)”
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PETITION FOR REHEARING

WDMES WO Name of counsel of record]

Counsel of Record for _ThpMaS W2H(S [Name of party]
' [Address]

[City, state, zip code]

[E-mail address]
[Telephone number]

PETITION FOR REHEARING
(Sup. Ct. R. 44. [1 or2])

Appellant presents its petition for a rehearing of the above-entitled cause, and, in support of it,

respectfully shows: Mggzr o hached docomentds in sullord o Motien ot e heer ing

Grounds for Rehearing

A rehearing of the decision in the matter is in the interests of justice because: " 38" sfdachCe O ss
[Brief statement of grounds justifying rehearing, e.g.,]

1.0n 178" L (date), this Court cenied (describe decision, e.g.,
determined to affirm the decision of the lower court or denied the petition for writ of certiorari).

2. The principal ground cited in the Court’s per curiam opinion was that the crucial issue had
been fully and completely determined by the ruling of the Court in B@ckles V- U.5. _ (citation), a case
decided a mere 90 days before the decision in this case. 130 5.¢b 396
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3. The grounds for the ruling in Beckies~- .5, (citation) came as a surprise to petitioner.
Petitioner had briefed the crucial issue in this case carefully, and was aware that a related issue was
pending in 8eck tes -v- Y.5. (citation), but the parties in that case did not extensively brief the issue
that was crucial to the Court’s decision in that case. A decision in the _Jcdnsen v ~U.5. (citation) case
was expected only on related issues. '

4. Petitioner was not granted any opportunity by the Court to distinguish this case from the
Becigies v- vi3. (citation) case or to suggest why they should not be determined by the same rule.

1375, ¢4 390

5. This case contains several crucial factual and procedural distinction from the case of
BecLies v- v.3, (citation) that warrant its determination by a different or at least altered rule.

137-5.c4 390

a. The JovexMenf (First factual or procedural distinction). ) SWER, Mo cights fo war que He
tesidual clavse, Te Yt cic Mde $his aormont sor Hie Jouerment, Tie INEront oceaorol

Serouiied, ey, So\ he 5400 THOM eForvy 1 s The 9 oir 210 &idnif Ose 3n St cprd -
Ine SHele cages 40 determing ™Y chage 314 the Yedeizl e Elments jor  coime Ot viniehce

b. UMY 0556 M (Second factual or procedural distinction). Y -the Inermert Faited 40 meet (45
hueden 01 showing Jhat I vt of PosSesser e Feewem in connection with 2oker Felony,
At he chage Z got HE enhamcerment Jor g2t E5misied when 2 reAuesteC 10 G0 H04rat in Stefe
court ol Y chages W dismisser. Z'm beind enheaced, Yor Chierdes I don'f &Vor have, . .
6. In an earlier dacision, _J O &) v _Wnl e stefes
130 5,24 125 (older citation), the Court had noted that cases with these factual and procedural

distinctions should be treated by a markedly different rule of law from those properly applicable in the
B0 vV (citation) decision that the Court, in its order, stated was controlling in this case.

_ 7. A rehearing tightly and squarely focused on the distinctions between this case and the
Johnssa /- 2.5, (citation) case, and whether these distinctions merit a different rule of law, is a

matter of fundamental fairness to petitioner and would not unduly burden the Court].

Conclusion :
{lseatr QM?;M ‘ é(yt,ume—"l‘PS

¢
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For the reasons just stated, Thomzs pefec” [name of petitioner] urges that this petition
for a rehearing be granted, and that, on further consideration, 3@ #fached'd _ |[relief sought, e.g.,
the Petition for Certiorari be granted or the judgment of the lower court be reversed or as appropriate].

Dated: )- ;24~ m

Respectfully submitted,

Thores Wetess

W[signature of counsel of record]

—r

. / /ZOM(?J WC‘ROJ‘Q’ [typed name]

PO, &% 2099 foioei L,
Y [full address]

MR

[e-mail address])

NI R

[telephone number]

Counsel of Record for /0P 25 IAJ AN
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Certificate of Good Faith by Counsel

1, ﬂl’)ma\f LUC-/ef_S' [name of counsel], counse! for Tkl’)M&S wakao' [name of

petitioner], certify that the this Petition for Rehearing is presented in good faith and not for delay, and that
it is restricted to the grounds specified in Supreme Court Rule 44 of the Rules of this Court.

W_—/f signature)

Counsel for /729"%’&5 CUC'/@CV

Certification of Compliance With Word Limits

As required by Supreme Court Rule 33.1(h), | certify that the document contains [number]
words, excluding the parts of the document that are exempted by Supreme Court Rule 33.1(d).

| declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed on \‘;&Z' _, 20 )7 .

m: 66: m /gnatdre]

ﬁﬁﬂ?as Wehecs [tyoed name]
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