INTHE UNI%Q STA§E? gJP EME CUURI

Docl{e+ Noi
IN RE Adam Pe!le+'er Suprem;&ooun.u.s.
Petitioner INO7 20D
OFFICE SFTHE CLERK _

PETITION FOR EXTRAORDINARY WAIT
HABEAS CORPUS

To: The Honorable Justices 0f This Court

Comes now the Petitioner , Ad
{ e ﬁ’ i
Svi Juris | pursuon'}' to CocC;: 28 Usgngiééz+'§) \§P£§E‘ied’22

125Y (a), ing +thi
+he reheFPrsac{Jg%J' ¢ court will enfertain fhis petition for

- ——y




Questions Presented

Questions (oncerning Writ

1) Does the exceptional circumstances within this Writ reach
the level required for this Court to use its discretionary
powers 7

2) Does ignorance of the law , bar Petitioner from having Right
o be Heard , when a Miscarriage of Justice has occurred ?

3) When a Petitioner can show innocence was overcome by
Constitutional violations, does Petitioner have Right to be

Heard in post convietion proceedings [

Questions Concerning Actual Innocence
and Constitutional Vio?aﬂ'on Claims

Y) Was defense counsel Ineffective for failing to use evidence
of ‘innocence in closing argument P

5) Was defense counsel Iaeffective for failing +o have trial
court weigh trustworthiness of Hearsay testimony P

6) Did trial court deprive Petitioner 6*hAmend. Right +o
present defense 7P ‘

7) Do police viclate Y*» Amend. by employing citizen to take
alcohol to man's home | get him drunk , and then question
him about vickim 7

8) Was defense counsel Ineffective for failing to object +o
collectien and use of false story ?

9) Was it Prosecutor Misconduct, when trial Prosecutor used
specific statements from false story | to convict
Defendant ? :

0) Does all Appeal and Habeas courts use of false
statementsas overwhelming evidence | to deny appeals
and Habeas Corpus , deny Petitioner of Due Process P
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Questions Presented Cont.

) Did the +rial Prosecutor commit Fraud Upon The Court P
12) Once a Prosecutor commits Fraud UponThe Court ina state
criminal trial , has Malicious Prosecution occurred , and
is the trial void P
13) Was defense counsel Imaeffective for 'Faiﬁng +o alert
Court to prosecvtoral Fravd Upon The Court ?
1) Was defense counsel Ineffective for deliberately hiding
newspaper article thot prejudiced Defendonts +trial P
15) Did trial Court deprive Defendant +air trial by
failing to inquire into jury exposure o prejudiciol
.~ newspoper P
Ib) Upon consideration by courts for Habeas | is Petitioner
entitled to claim of Newly Discovered Evidence when
defense counsel withheld prejudicial item From
Petitioner P
17) Does “+rial strategy " protect defense counsel from
Ineffectiveness \, when counsel deliberately protected
the presecutions case from presenting harmful
witness P
8) Was defense counsel Ineffective for failing +o object
to Prosecutor failing to establish authentication of
D.N.A. blood Wi'#,drawifng P
19) Is defense counsel Ineffective For failing to 0bject
~+o Dog Handler as expert witness 7



| IST OF PARTTES

. fetitioner | Defendant,  Adam Pelletier 1006145
address | Sussex II State Prison

24427 Musselwhite Drive | Waverly ; VA 23891

Respondent | Att.Gen. Mark Herring
address 900 E.Main 5t. | Richmond , VA 23219

Lead Defense Counsel ,  J.Lloyd Snook |
oddress ,  PO.Box 2484 | Charlottesville \ VA 229072

Defense Counsel | Fletcher HarKraider
address |

Trial Prosecutor | Don Short
address |

-TPFOI Tudge \ U—ohn R: CU”BI’?
address |
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APPENDIX ITEMS
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~Ex. 24 Appeal Tr.Pg. 67 BucK Gardner
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- Ex.27- 28 Appeal Tr.Fy. 121-122 Buck Gardner
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- Ex. 32-33 Appeal Tr.fy. 33- BLi Voir Dire Of Gardner
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- Ex 37  Order of Dismissal , Y* (ircvit Court Appeals
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CONSTUTIONAL PROVISIONS

- Actual Innocence

- Authentication OF Evidence

- Due Process

- Ends OF Justice

= Fravd Upon The Court

- Hearsay Rule

- Ineffectiveness OF (ounsel
- Malicious Prosecution

- N\iscarriage Of Justice

- Newly Discovered Evidence
- Prosecutor Misconduct

- Right To Be Heard

- Right To Present Defense

- Seizvre OFf Stotement



CITATION OF REPORTS

~ Sentencing @ Case No. CROI-8193,CROI-8201, CROI-§187. CROI- 8186
Lovisa Co.Cir.Ct. \ MNov.H4 2002

= Appeal ; Pelletier v Com. 42 Va.App. 406 (2004),
Virginia Ct. of Appeals | Denied on Feb. 10 (2004)

- Appeal ) Rec.No. 040553 A
Virginia Sup.Ct,  Denied on June H.,(2004)

-~ Habeas | CaseNo. CLO5004580-00
Lovisa Co.Cir. Ct. | Dismissed on July 28 (2005)

- Hobeos X
\/irginia Sup. Ct. | Dismissed on Mar 21 (2006)

- Habeas ;  Civil Act.No. 7:06 -cy- 00582
U.S. Dis. (+. Western Dis. of VA | Dismissed on May 8 (2007)

- Habeas ; Mo. 07-6845
H* Cir. Ct. of App., Dismissed Mar 11 (2008)

- Certiorari \ '
USs. Sup. (4. | Dismissed on June 9 (2008)

= Motien to Void Judgment for Fravd UponThe Court ; Case No. CLI3000M0-00
Lovisa Co. Cir.C+ \  Dismissed on July 24 (2013)

= Motion to Void Judgment Appeal | Rec.No. 131469
Virginia Sup. (+. | Dismissed on Ma\/ 6 (2014)

- Motion +o Void Judgment for Fraud Upon The COUH‘{
Case Mo. 7:13-CV-00599
U.S. Dis. C+. Western Dis. of VA. | Dismissed on Jan 3 (2014)



(ITATION OF REPORTS  com

- 2 Habeas | Rec. No. 150525
| VA. Sup. C+. | Dismissed on Tuly 2 (20/5)

- 2% Habeas | Civil Ack-No. 7215-cv- 00427 |
U.5.Dis. (+ Western Dis. of VA. . Dismissed on April 18 (20)6)

= Refiled 2™ Habeas ' Civil Ack- No. 7:1b-cv-00322
U.S.Dis. C+. Western Dis. of VA., Dismissed on May 25 (2017)

- C0.A. ; No. I17-6742
Yth i Ct. of Appea! | Dismissed on Oct. 26 (2017)

- APPI:CG'HO!} For Successive Hmbeas No. 17-HH5
Y+ Cir. (+. of Appeal , Dismissed on Jan. 25 (2018)

Ex+raOcdinary Writ | # 7:20-cy- 00“/30 MFU- RSB
U.s. Dir. C+. Western Di. of V4. Dismissed
on Avg. 13 (2020)



JURISDICTION

This Writ is filed to serve +he ENDS OF TUSTICE.

All avenwes for redress have been atfempted ond denied. This is
Petitioner s last chance |, an ianocent man, +o seek his freedom. The
evidence within was Known ot trial and was overcome by many egregiovs
Constituhional vielations . Petitioner assert he should not suffer ot
the hands of procedural bars or Rules because he did not understand
the law , or Know how to find and present the violations vpon his first
Habeas . Not understanding the law | must give way +o ACTUAL
INNOCENCE and must not step superior court from correcting a grave
MISCARRIAGE OF JUSTICE. Ignorance cannot be the reason why an
innocent man rots in prison.

RULE 20

Petitioner made opplication +o U.5. Dis. (+. Western Dis. of Va,
and the Writ was dismissed on Aug.13,2020, see attached Order in
App. #38. A sentencing Order is also attached, see App.#_g;i"_B_é.
Petitioner has filed every Writ that can be filed in seeking redress
see Citation OF Reports page

As explained above, +he Petitioner was ignorant o the law and
that ignorance allowed all post conviction €ovrts to bar all Writs |
never hearing the claims of ACTUAL INNOCENCE | PROSECUTOR
MISCONDUCT, FRAUD UPON THE COURT, DENIAL TO PRESENT DEFENSE\
and numerovs INEFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL claims . T+ is
o crime in itself not +o hear this Writand +his Court can use
its appeallate powers to correct a grave MISCARRIAGE OF
JUSTICE by all previovs courts in barring Petitioner's Writs
Petitioner osserts that his Claims within are exceptional and
warrent +his Courts discretion.

Pet /tioner seeks Evidentiary Hearing in this Courtor the
V.S, Dis. Court so his Claims can be validated and ruled upon ,

\
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NOTE T0 THE COURT

Petitioner will make this Writ out to motch the questions
with the related Claims. Questions 1,2, and 3 can only be
answered upon conclusion of review of the facts within .
Petitioner will maKe his argument for these questions as if
the Court has reviewed all Claims . Claims One and Two
are linKed 1o show Actual Innocence . The following Claims are
the Constitutional violations that overcame +he evidence of
inhocence .

Question 10 in Claim Three, deols with all the courts
that ruled on Fetitioner's state appeals and first Habeas .
This issve is a major reason why previous courts were all in
error and now allows for th's Courts appEal/a+e jurffd;‘c—l’fan,

Question 16  in Claim Five , deals with +he federal covurt's
response to Petitioner's 2°¢ Habeas . Their response also allows
for this coyrt fo use it's appecllate jurisdiction to correet errors.
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Affidavi+ of TInnocence

L | Adam Pelletier | swear on Gods love and justice +hat
‘his AfFidaviy oF Tnnocence |y +rve cad accurate.

I grew uvp as a trovble maker. T had ne ore +o correct me
pas+ 10 years old, T've done a lot of stvpid s+uvbf . I broke
into homes . T've stele . Tve sold drugs . Bur T am net a
killer. Amiee was my friend . T Knew her since T was 7 or
8 years old. MHell, she Is the one L lost+ my vicginity Vo at
Il . We partied and had a lot of fun . She was awésome.

Amice s father covid not stand me | nor wovid he let
Amiee hang arovnd me . We would still £ind ways +o hang out,
We were sHill friends all +hose vyears later and we were
st having sex together. We did what we covld +o Keep
her doad From Knowing.,

The night Amiee died , we were tvgether an hovr
before | having sex right by my houvse . When she left
that was the last +ime T seen her. T had been d/‘/nk//)?
a lot +hat nighd and T Knew I covid net have been able Vo
wallc her home dand maKe 1+ back . From my hovse +o hers
was abovt q 20 minvte walk . 0n one point, T wish T wovld
have wallked her home | but then we both might have been shot.

Evidence ot Yrial showed she was in an arqument-
with her dad |, 15 minvt€s before a gun sheol was heard.
I know in my heart , that arqument was about her being
with me gnd her disobeying him. I+ s +he oaly +hiny T
can ’H’N/\k 0“,c A

T know why the police tergetted me ard T know now
Hhat T shovld haeve came HForward abovt me ard Amiee.

My dislike for police ;3he hate T hed toward +hem , prevented
Hatr. T had a way of maKing things worse for myself. A
Covple of days later | T made some horrible statements
about Amiee | +o people T +hovght were Friends . Even
~H«0u71f4 what T sald _was proven false . T shovid pot+ have
sald such +hings. Being drvak is no excese .

lof 2
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AfFidavit . Cont.

T admit +o being an diet | g droak | a piece of
shit at +imes | bot T am not o Kiljer. Amiee was MY

Feiend . T did not kill her.

Tay 4 21
Adam Pelletier 1004145 Pate
Red Onion State Prison
P.o. Gox 1900
Pound , VA 2U279




STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The Vichm , Amiee Meadows | and Defendant/ Petitioner . Adam
Pelletier , were residents of Lovisa County VA. On Nov,12,2000, the
Viekim ond Defendent were together yntil around 9:15pm and she walked
home . At 10:15pm, an argument was heard between the Vickim and her
father | Darrell Meadows . A+ 10:30pm, a gun shot was heard. The next day
her body wias found dead, with a qun shot wound | in Lake Louisa . |

After questionable investigation , Pelletier wos arrested on Nov, 17,
2000, and charged with murder. A few mohths later the charges were
vpgraded to Capital Murder | Rape | and 2 firearm charges . Defendant went
to trial on June,3 2002 | with court appointed lawyers . Defendant was
found guilty by a jury on June 10,2002, and sentenced by +he judge on
Nov Y4, 2002 +o serve 2Lifes and 5years.

Petitioner has been through oppeal and Habeas . Every rovte has
been tried in seeKing redress.
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PRESENT PETITION
Argument For Questions 1,2 ,3.

Q1. Does the exceptional circumstances within +his Writ reach
the level required for this Court +o use its dfscrei-ionary
powers T
Petitioner will argue these questions as if the Covrt has

reviewed oll the Claims within. In doing this | he must asK +his
Court | ISNT IT EASY ? Isntit easy to see that what has happeneof
to Petitioner \ and still is | is the most heinous thing thot can happen
to an American Citizen P The facts within connot be taKen lightly and
such violations demand immediate action .

Are these circumstance exceptional P There beyond that !
They show and prove a court appointed lawyer aiding a malicious
prosecution by a prosecutor | so bent on a conviction , he deliberately
fabricated evidence to the judge. Petitioner can show he is innocent-
He can show he was not the last person tosee the victim. He can prove
without any doubt |, there was no rape . How can the facts within
not be exceptional . |

Q2. Does ignorance of the law | bar Petitioner from having R;‘gh‘)‘
to be Heard , when Miscarriage 0f Justice has occurred 7

The Petitioner never had any Knowledge of law before +rial and it
has taKen almest 20 years for him 1o be able to present evidence,
not only of his innocence | but of how that evidence was overcome by
so many Constitutional violations. His past ignorance of +he law shovld
not stop this Court or any covrt | from taking action +o stop the continved
Miscarriage Of Justice . Prohibitions and all procedural bars | due +o
ignorance of the law , must give way to innocence.

Petitioner's Right to o fair trial was completely shut down . If
he had any Knowledge of law , he would have fired +the court
appeinted lawyer and represented himself. At least then he
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would have then stood a fighting chance . When your attorney is set
out to help the prosecution convict you , how can anything but a
Miscarriage OF Justice hoppen P

Q3. When o Petitioner can show innocence was overcome by
Constitutional violation | does Petitioner have Right +o be

Heard in post conviction proceedings ¢ .
There is caselaw Sayfng \“New/y Discovered evidence of actual

innocence overcomes the burden for courts +o hear svuccessive writs .,
WHY does +he evidence have to be newly discovered P Shouldnt it
be , as long as the evidence is reliable,and ne Constitutional
violations exist \ +hen what does it matter if it is old or new P
Innocence is innocence no matter if it is old or new ! Doesnt an

innocent man deserve +o be Heard P
Claims One and Two clearly show Petitioner is innocent . The rest

show that Constitutional violations blinded the jury to Petitioner s
innocence , well before trial even started . Such reliable evidence
Shovld grant him +he Rn‘gH’ 45 have his Writ+ Heard ond that +his
Court must use its appea”a'/'e jurisdiction +o correct all lower

Covrts dismissals.

CLAIM ONE

Facts

During *rial  witnesses testified to o series of events that
+ime - lined the Defendant befng at home | while the Victim was shot

else where. These events are - ‘
A disturbance occurred at Defendants home and ofFficer was called,

(App.Ex1.Tr.Py. 160). Defendant's brother was inthe area and spoke with
the officer (Ap;x Ex.7 Tr. Pg 161). The Defendant testified that Victim
and him were ‘f“Oge'Hwer w;rl'il just before 9:30 pm when the Vid‘ffn
wolked home . Defendants mother testiféed that, DPefendant s
brother left the Pelletier home around 9:00pm = 9:30pm and that
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house

Defendant came into thelright after, (App. Ex. 3 1. F3.584), She further
testified that Defendant remained home . (App- Ex.H-12 T Pgs. 590-598),

A neighbor of the Vietim heard an arqument between +he Vietim
and her father , Darrell Meadows | ot 10115 pm | at her home which is
more than a mile from Defendants |, (App. Ex. 13 Investigators MNotes
ond Ex, 4 and I5 Tr. Pgs. 6H0- 64| ) The neighbar stated | at the end of
the argument , Darrell Meadows was screaming her name .

Another witness testified that she heard a gunshot at 10:30pm
(App. Ex. 16 Te.pg.177), IS minutes after the arqument .

Nothing presented at +rial disputed the testimony above | except
the false story made vp by Defendant (Claim 3 ). This testimony
raceived no attention once Known . Defense covnsel SnooK failed +o
maKe this evidence the main issve for the jury in closing argument.

ARGUMENT
QY. Was defense counsel Ineffective for Fa?h'ng to vuse evidence
of innocence in closing argument P

Defense counsel Snook failed to utilize the testimony 4o show that
the Defendant was not the last person to see the Victim and that he was
home when the Vickim was shot. To not vse evidence of innocence in
your closing arqument is the most incompetent and Ineffective thing
a defense counsel can do . This clearly prejudiced the Defendant s
+rial and deprived him of his 6™ Amend. Right .

CLAIM TWO

Facts

During trial , defense sought to introduce testimony by Micheal
Taylor | a friend of the Victims . Taylor was to testify that, two days
prior to her death | the Vickim +old him she had been having sex for
months with Defendant , (App, Ex.!17-18 Tr.Py. Appeal 168-169). On
objection by the prosecvtor | the court rvled it Hearsay and
inadmissible . Taylor‘s testimony was to refute Darrell Meadows
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testimony that, his davghter was chaste and no relationship existed

between her and Defendant , (App. Ex.19 Tr.Py. 121).
Taylors testimony was supported by the states pathologist

testimony that, Vickims body bore no signs of rape /vaginal

trauma | ( App. Ex. 20-22 Tr.pg. 214-216).
SnoaK never asKed the court to weigh the trustworthiness of
Taylors +e5+imany to overcome +he Hearsay Rule .

ARGUMENT
Q5 Was defense counsel Ineffective for failing to have trial court
weigh trustworthiness of Hearsay testimony r
When Petitioner looKed vp Hearsay in the law library  he immediately
came across so much case law | where the trustworthiness of HearSa)/
was weighed | so the testimony couvld be allowed. Lawyers are +o be
ready for objectivns they know will come and how +o defend +he
evidence . If Petitioner | a prisener | can find this caselaw | then
why didnt counsel T Snook never cared enough to defend the
testimony from objection | so that the jury covld hear testimony

that clearly refutes the charge of rape and Darrell Meadows
testimony . Not being ready for trial proves that counsel was

ineffective and prejudiced Defendonts trial | when the evidence was

discarded by the court.

Q6 Did trial court deprive Defendant 6*Amend. Right +o
present defense P
All )‘udges are toensuvre that a Defendant receives a fair trial .

The testimony of Taylor cut fothe very heart of defense . There is no
greater defense against rape than the Victim admitting o having regular
sexval relations with Defendant . It was the only thing o refute Darrell
Meadows testimony . Without i+ the jucy wos allowed to believe that no
relationship existed between the Victim and Defendant . When the
Frial judge denied Defendant +he Right to confront witness | he clearly
denied him the Right to present defense , 6™ Amend.
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CLAIM THREE

Fac+s

I8 Dufing the investigation into the Victims death | the Lovisa police employed
an acquaintance of Defendants, Sean Lamb |+o wear a wice . The police
advised Lamb +o taKe alcohol | get Defendant drvnK | then question him
abovt the Victim. Lamb did s0 and in an intoxicated state | the
Defendant made up a story about the Victim. Roughly pvt | the Defendant
said ¢ he met the Victim | tooK her to a wooded area | got her naked
smacKed her ass , smacked her \ hit her , pistol whipped her . viciously
roped her | 400K her ovt on a boat | and shot her Killing her .

q Defendant testified that the story was made vp 4o maKe 1wo
other people present lavgh and to mess with Lamb’s head . The other
+wo individvals testified that they believe Defendant was joKing .
The state pathologist testified that the Victims body bore no signs
of bumps | bruises | whelps | no pistol whipping | no vaginal travma |
no violence what so ever but a gun shot wound, (App. Ex. 21-23
Te.fg. 21H- 216 ), :

10 The prosecuvtor picked out specific statements from the story
to yse as bis basis for conviction . These same statesents |
“I viciously raped her ", and “ I shot and Killed her “,
are the same statements vsed by every Appeal and Habeas court
to deny petitions | clafming overWheimMg evidence . Defense
counsel never objected +o the collection "and use of the
§+ory / statement.

ARGUMENT

Q7. Do police violate Y*Amend. by employing citizen to +?Ke
alcohel +o mans home | get him drunK , and then question him
about Vietim 7
2l The Petitioner asserts that when a citizen is employed by police
to do something for them | then that citizen is +o be held +o the same
standard as them . To in+en'f‘i‘ona)’y takKe a’cobo’ +a‘ gfw.’ to a man
first before questioning him \ shows police coercion +o obtain
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information by overpowering Defendants self determination. Petitioner
asserts that 4o do This | even through citizen | violates the Y " Amend .

Q8. Was defense counsel Ineffective for failing to object o
collection and use of false story P
Counsel shoyld have studied case law to be prepared for +rial .

Virginia has case law that deals directly with the collection and use of
false statement. Sadly, a jury will rely heavily upon them. folice
coercion was apparent . Using alcohol to alter a mans state of mind
before questioning him | is plain wrong and counsel should have
objected to how the story was eollected. Even worse is the faet
that counsel , Knewing the story was false | still allowed +he prosecvtor
to use specific statements out of the story. Not objecting proves
counsel was Ineffective . The jury was allowed to bear false
statements that made Defendant look guilty | prejvdicing his frial.

Q9. Was it Prosecutor Misconduct, when trial prosecvtor used
specific statements from false stoery to convict Defepdant T

I+ is evident from the states pa+ho/agis+ testimony that the
story was False . The prosecvtor , Don Short, was aware of this. For
him Yo deliberately chosseto use specific statements from +the story
shows he_intentionally vsed false statements to conviet. If it
wasnt intentional | then why didnt he use +he rest of the story in
his closing argument P This goes beyond the level of Frosecvtor
Miscondvet, +o the level of Maliciovs Prosecution .

Q0. Does all Appeal and Habeas courts vse of false statements,
as overwhelming evidence +to deny appeals and Habeas Corpus
deny Petitioner of Dve Process 7P

. The use of these false statement has prejudiced every Appeal and

Habeas petition that has been filed . Every court has vsed these
statements as‘averwhe/m/‘/)g evidence ", Such false statement shovld
net have prevented a fair Hearing on +he Constitvtional violations .

20



Peti+ioner never received o fair Heﬂrfng For Appesl and Hzbeas
+o date. This c/ear/y maKes way for this Court to use its appeellate

jurisdiction to correct every Dve FProcess violetion o date |
see (rfation of Reports.

CLAIM FOUR

Facts

25 Trial prosecutor sought 4o ntrodvce Blood Hound dog +railing evidence .
The court stated , it wovld follow the standards of , Epperly v Com, 224
VA. 214 (1982) . One standard being that the dog be placed on the +rail where
evidence shows | the party tobe +railed , had been . Dog handler | Bue k
Gardner , testified under Veir Dire that he followed a trail of Defendant,
from where +he Victims body was pulled from water +o Jand | +o
Defendant's home. Both prosecution and dBfense asked Gardner
What evidence he had +hat placed Defendant at +he place where the
dog trail started P Gardner stated, "I had none ”, (App. Ex. 24
Appeal Tr.Py. 67). Defense objected to the testimony | stating +he
standard had not been met. Judge +hen asked the prosecution +o
specify what evidence he had of Defendant being at that spot, because
the court did not thinK the standard had been met, (App.Ex.25 Appeal Tr. 1. 82).

6 The prosecutor thentold the judge Y misrepresentations of evidence
(App. Ex. 25-26 Appeal Tr.f. 82-83). The prosecvtors statementshad ne
evidence to support them. One of the lies was | that Defendant and Victim
went +o the “pool scent” area | but when testimony of “pool scent”was
introducedy Gardner stated he did not do scent check of Defendant at
that spot, (App. Ex. 27-28 Appeal Tr. Pg. 121-122). The prosecvtor made
vp false evidence before witness testified that none existed .

L7 The judge overcvled objection and allowed festimony based solely
on prosecutors statements, (App. Ex. 25-26 Appeal Tr. Fy. 83-84).
Defense covase] Snook denied 1o object 4o mi‘srepresen%ah’bns,shh‘ng
he would address them on appeal | but never did.
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ARGUMENT

Q. Did trial prosecutor commit Fraud Upen The Court 7
18 Case law varies |iHHle asto what amovnts to Fravd Upon The Court.
Potitioner understands 1+ as a secies of events: 1. Acovrt officer |

2. That deliberately fabricates evidence , and 3. Those fabrications
are relied vpon Yo alter the +rial.

It 15 all tweasy +o see from +he transcript +hat the proseevtor
deliberately made fabrications Yo the judge to deceive the court into
allowing testimony +o the jury. The prosecvtor's case depended on him
linking Defendant +o the “assumed “ crime scene / Victim's dead body,

to make him look guilty | thus altering the trial . The standards for
Fravd Upon The Court have been met.

29

Q12. Once a prosecuter commits Fraud Upon The Court in a state
criminal +rial | has a Maliciovs Prosecution occurred , and is
the +rial void P -

To commit Eravd Ypon The Court \ means i+ is deliberate. To commit
o Malicious Prosecution | the act must also be deliberate . Prosecutors
are under oath to only use the truth | not create false statements of
evidence . His infent was to seek convietion at all cost | deceiving the
trial court and depriving Defendant of o Fair Trial. His actions
were deliberate and equal a Maliciovs Prosecution .
3 Petitioner notes +hat when caselaw shows Fravd Upen The
Court | it shows that hearing void. In this state criminal case |

Petitioner demands the same . The trial was altered by his deceit,
therefore i+ is void.

10

Q3. Was defense counsel Ineffective for failing +o alert
Court to prosecutoral Fravd Upon The Court P
32 Defense counsel was protecting the presecutions case and this
Claim further proves it. Snook knew the prosecvior lied and denied to
alert the court fo it . That n itself is Fravd and proves he was
Ineffective . He further failed toraise the issve on appeal after
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assuring Defendont he wovld. Allowing this to happen | allowed the
prosecutor to claim in his closing argument | that Defendant was presen%
at that spot /area and this links him 1o the Victims dead body . This
prejudiced the entire trial becavse itis all false ! (ounsel prejudiced
the trial and violated Petitioners 6™Amend.

CLAIM FIVE

Facts

33 Before trial inearly 2002 | o local Lovisa county newspaper | The
Central Virginian, printed a story by Irene LucK that told of the
upcoming trial and that a bullet found in Defendants home “ matched *
the one pulled From the Victim's body ( App. Ex. 29-30 Article ). The
Division 0f Forensic Seience provided a Certificate of Analysis on
March 19,2001, (App. Ex 31 )| that stated +hebullet covld not be
matched . This Certificate wes in an open casetile withthe court.

34 Defendant had to threaten SneoK with a civil suit fo obtain the
casefile . The paper was found within , so SnooK was aware of 1+,

At no time did defense counsel bring vp the paper and neither did the
court . The czuesﬁon about prejudice shovld have been asKed of +he
jury , as o the Lovisa paper. The court did question them about a
Chaclottesville paper .

ARGUMENT -
Q4. Was defense counsel Ineffective for deliberately hiding
newspaper article that prejudice Defendants trial P
5 There can be no more convicting evidence than a bullet found to
match . To print sucha false claim , made Defendant look guilty to every
Citizen that read the paper . Being that the paper aad jurypool were
local | it is certain that they were exposed.
6 For SnooK +o ‘;n+en+ionally hide this paper within the casefile and
not br?ng a-Hen%}on to Hw 5hoW5 he was 5050"'09;‘/19 Defendan%‘s "l‘/‘fa’ p Ht?
had a duty fo protect Defendants character and trial . There can be no
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question +o Snooks Lneffectiveness and his betrayal prejudiced
Defendants entire trial .

Q5. Did trial court deprive Defendant fair trial by 'Faih'qg +
inquire into jury exposure to prejudical newspaper ?

37 The judges who preside over criminal trials are +o protect Defendants
Right to a fair trial and impactial jury. Here \the judge inquired after
another paper befere trial \ sohe was well aware of the presses presence .
Ttis clearly obvious thot the paper is prejudical and makes Defendant
looK 9ui’7“y. The jury should have been questioned abovt the paper .
Petifioner asserts that this failure violated his Right to a fauit +rial .

Q6. Upon consideration by courts for Habeas | is Petitioner
entitled +o a claim of Newly Discovered Evidence when '
defense covnsel withheld prejudical em from Petitioner P
38 » When Petitioner filed for a 2"° Habeos and Successive Application,
( see Citation of Reports) the federal courts stated Fetitioner did not
deserve i+ vnder Newly Discovered Evidence | because defense counsel
's seen the same as Petitioner. HOW ? How can he be seen as
defense when be hid item that prejudiced the entire trial © This
cannot be ! Counsel deserve no protection and Petitioners Writs
shovld not now suffer | for what covnsel did then, To deny the Writs,
is 1o deny Petitioner the Right 4o be Heard .

CLAIM SIX

Facts ‘

39 During Defedants jail +ime , awaiting trial , he spoKe with one
Mark Stanley and he advised Defendant that the Lovisa police hired him
to sign a false statement against Defendant. In exchange the
ProSecufor‘s* office would drop pending charges , Stanley agreed and
signed his name to a statement made vp by lead detective | IKe King .
During opening statements | the prosecution mentioned Stanley s
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+es+imony )

40 Defendant told SnecK to net say anything about Stanley . To let-
him +es~}-]’~Fy so the truth could be +old about the detective him‘ng him
to lie . During Snooks opening statement | be alerted the prosecuter
that i would be detrimental to the case | if they put Stanley en
the stand . Doing this made the prosecution drop Stenley as a witness .
Snook denied to secure him as a witness +o show police prejudice and
misconduct in the investigation .

ARGUMENT

Q 17. Does “+rial strategy ” protect defense counsel from
Tneffectiveness | when counsel Jél:‘éem*e/y protected fhe
prosecutions case from presenting harmful witness ¥

I For a lead detective to maKe up a false statement, for hired witness
to festify to \ proves prejudice and corruption within the investigation .
Defense counsels are given a lot of leeway for strategy | but some
moves are so stupid and harmful +o the defense | they can only be
Called Ineffective . Protecting the prosecution's case goes beyond
Ineffective \ o sabotage . |

2 Stanley wevld have admitted to being hired o lie . He shovld bave
been secured as a witness . The jury needed fo see the investigators
were corrupt and ensuring Defendant leoK guilty . Being denied +his
by SnooK | prejudiced the trial. Protecting the prosecvtor case also

prejudiced the trial . Petitioner asserts that in this case | +rial
strategy | does not protect covnsel's Ineffectiveness , violating
the &6*hAmend.

_ CLAIM SEVEN

Facts
13 At trial | D.N.A. evidence was introduced . At no time did the
prosecution present testimony to establish avthentication of the
drawing of blood | labeling , sealing \ or a Certificate of Blood
Withdraw! Form . The only +estimony given , was of a detective issving
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warrant , putting samples in a cooler | and driving +hem +o lab.

Code of VA, $46.2 -34).26:6 | states that +he person +o seal the
vials shall complete the Cert.0f Blood Withdraw! Form , This must

" be adhered to or the chain of avthentication has failed .

Hy

)
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ARGUMENT
Q8. Was defense counsel Ineffective for failing to object +o
prosecutor failing o establish avthentication of D.N.A.
blood Wi'HM’fGW/iﬁQ r
Lowyers are to Know the case law and Codes surrounding a
subject fobe raised at trial . Failure to be prepared for D.V.A.
evidence | when he Knew i+ was 1o be presented |, proves defense
counsel was Lneffective . Knowing +he Code would bave validated
objection and objection would have altered +the +rial . Such failvre
prejudiced the Defendants #rial and vielated 6"Amend.

CLAIM EIGHT

Fac+t+s

During trial | +he prosecution sought 4o introdvce Blood Hound Dog
Trailing testimony by way of detective Gardner. Under VoirDire |
Gardner testified théthe was experienced and +rained his own dog
That he was a member of dog trailing organizations in VA. and +hat
he never testified in a Circvit court (App.. Ex.32-33 Appeal Tp.
Py. 33-34 ). Under no objection from SnooK , Gardner was allowed
to testify as an expert.

ARGUMENT
Q9. Is Defense covnsel Ineffective for failing to object
to Dog Handler as expert witness P
Every expert is relied upon heavily by a jury, That is why every
witness | in criminal case |, be mandated +o produceﬂ Cert. concerning
their dog and self |, as to being certified in that field . This wouvld
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verify expertise, Defense counsel failed +o object to Gerdners
testimony as expert . Presenting proper foundation for expert is
fundamental concept for all lawyers . Failing this enly shows he
was Lneffective . Not objecting prejudiced Defendants +rial |

by allowing detective to testify as expert and vielated Fetitioners
6 " Amend .

Personal Note To Court / Conclusion

H7 The Petitioner has clearly shown thet defense covnsel was
working with the prosecution to ensvre a conviction . No man should
be svbject to a court appointed lawyer sabo-f*aging +he defense.
Petitioner prays this Lourt can see the unjustice done and will
take steps to remedy it.

Resped‘fully Submitted |

Adam Felletier 1006145 | %Wr

Red Onion State Prison
P.0.Box 1900 Jon 6 2072
Pound , VA 24279 Date

A copy has been forwarded to Respondent on 1,6 ,’ 2|
ot the address below. |

VA. Attorney General
900 E.Main St. Richmond , VA 23219
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