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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED .

| SRRl : N
1) Ts Petitioner's claim of prosecvterial Fr@d Umeh@”Co;H- _
a Bule 60.b3. | g trve claim of “ Fravd Upoa The Cquf+ T

2) The U.s. D5, Court ruled Petitioners Rule 50&-3. “Fravd Upon The
Couct  Motion | vader Gonzglez v Crosby 75 5. 524 (2005) | was to be
constrved as a 2 Habeas . -
Did +he Dis. Covrt Misuse Gonzalez and did Hhe Uss. Covrt "7170
Appeels 4 Cir, 0F VA, erc by a#i‘rmfng the Dis. Courts

',ruling?' S - | S

3) Does +he AEDFA turn a V' Fravd Upen The Court " claim | that
OFI'?in‘a{*ed in +the state | into a 21 Habgqy ? ',
H) Petitioner First Filed +he Rule 60 b3, /W;M*/on’ f{) +he coyrt where
the "' Fravd Upon The Court " occorred . The original couct and the
VA. Supreme Court have both dismissed +he clam.
Shovld the V5. Dis . Court have a/ﬂe//qu jwl’m’/’;ﬁoﬂ m’3+er” N
the state has dismissed a claim of * Fravd Upoa The Covrt " 1



~ LIST OF PARTIES

M All parties é;ppe_ar in the caption of the ease on the cover page.

[ 1 All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover pagé. A list of
all parties to the proceeding in the court whose judgment is the subject of this’
petition is as follows: ' '
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INTHE
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

~ PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner’reSpectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue tdreview the judgment below,

'OPINIONS BELOW

M For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix _A_ to
the petition and is ‘ :

[ ] reported at : : ; o,
[ .1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

" P4 s unpublished. 2. 21 - 70 97 |

B

to

The opinion of the United States district court appears at Appendix
the petition and ig ‘ _

DG reported at 7:21-~cv- 00%7Y ; or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

{ 1 is unpublished, ' :

[ 1 For cases from state courts: _
The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix — to the petition and is

[ 1 reported at . or,
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

[ ] is unpublished.

The opinion of the ' | | court
-appears at Appendix to the petition and is

[ 1 reported at : ; O,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,

{ 1 is unpublished.




~ JURISDICTION

M For cases from federal courfs:

‘The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
was _MNovemoer y 22 | 20721 .

| N No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case,

['] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date: , and a copy of the
order denying rehearing appears at Appendix

[ 1 An extension of time to file the petition for a writ‘ of certiorari was granted
to and including _. ' _ (date) on (date)
in Application No. __A _ S

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1254(1),

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The date on which the hig'hest state court decided my case Was
A copy of that decision appears at Appendix _

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was thereafter denied on the following date:
' » and a copy of the order denying rehearing .-
appears at Appendix . » .

[ ] An extension of time to file the petition for a writ of certiorari was granted
to and including _ (date) on ~ (date) in
Application No. .__A _ .

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S, C. § 1257(a),



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

Do not under stend Hhis psge.
Even with +he book In;r%mcﬁbny



STATEMENT OF THE CASE

~ Petitioner was locked vp For the murder of Amiee Meadows in Nov.

2000, and went to trial inthe Louisa Co.Cir. Court in June 2002, He
was found guilty of Capitol Murder Rape , and tweo Firearm charges,
e was sentenced +o 2 Lifes plus 5years oa Nov. 4,2002 . Since that
time Petitioner has been +hrough Appeal | Habeas  and numerous post
conviction petitions. - - |
~ In April 2021, Fetitioner filed a Rule 60 b.3. Motion for " Fravd
Upoa The Court “ with the Lovisa Co. Cir. Court. The Motion was dismissed
and Petitioner iled to the VA. Sup. Court. That Motion was dismissed in
May 202], | | ‘ S |

Petitioner +hen Filed the Mation 4o the V.5, Dis. Court Western Dis.
of VA. and the Motion was dismissed on July 7, 202) ., The Dis. Covrt used
Gonzalez v Crosby 545 U.s. 524 (2005), +o turn his ** Fravd UYpon The Court "
Motion into a successive Habeas . Petitioner appealed and the U.s. Court
Of Appeals Y% Cir, OF YA. | affirmed the Dis. Covrts rvling on Nov. 22,
2021, : 4

From this. Petitioner files for Certoirari .



REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

- Question 1 Acgumen+
Is Petitioners claim of pm)’ecufom‘a) “ Frauvd Upon The Court”
a Bule 60b.3.  a trve claim of Fravd Upon The Court "7

What fetitiener brings now | in dealing with this question is a set of
facts | backed by the trial transceipts (App.E. Ex. 1-1% )\ Fhat will
show the trial prosecvtor , Pon Shert | deliberately fabricated
evidence +to the trial judge and the judge relied on his statements
te let an expert K-9 Blood Hound dog hanrdler testify before the jury,

, Facts |

Dwrmg +rial +he p:’05660+0r wanted +o introdvce '*es%fmony of o Blood
Hound dog trai) of Pelletier | done by detective Buck Gardner . The court
stated it would follow the legal standards set forth in , Epperly v Com.
224 VA 214 (1982) +o determine admissiblety (App-E. Ex.2 Tr.pg.18 )

The Trail in question was started from where the body of Meadows wuas
pulled from water (App‘E. Ex1, @ marks Place), to land (Apng. Ex.1 ®
marks place | also see Ex.3 Trly. 57 ), Gardner testified under Voir Dire
that he had no evidence ethes than the body before he did his trail
(App.E. Ex. 3 and 4 Tr.Py. 57-58 ). Defense covnsel Fuorther asked
Gardrer |, What evidence did you have at that +Hme that Adam had been
at that spot”, +o which Gardner replied \" T had nene “ (App.E.Ex5
Tr.Pg. 67 ). Defense counsel objected Yo the testimony stating the
prosecution failed to meet the Epperly standard " that the dog
was placed on the trail where circumstances indicated that +he
guilty party had been ' |

~ The covrt agreed but gave the prosecvtor a last chance to
spectfy what evidence existed to place FPelletier at that spet,

5



(Ap E. Ex.6and 7 Tr.Py. 81-32),
Fabrications
The prosecutor then ranted off four (4) fabrications +o +he
jvdge . Here Hw)/ are listed (AW‘E. Ex.7and Trdy. 82-83),
 with the fucts +o prove they were false .

1) The pfoyecavlof states Fhat Meadows and FPelle¥ier met and 'H)ey
went to +hir peo) scent area (AppE. Ex.7 TPy .82 Li. 11-19 | see also
Ex.1 © marks pool scent). |

Fact ¢ Evideace of the pool scent area was not yet introdvced | but
when i+ was | Gardner testified that he did pot do a scent check of
Pelletier at the pool scent area (App. E. Ex. Gand 10 TrPy. 12)-122),

This proves the prosecvtor was making vp evidence +that didnt exist .

2) The prosecutor tells the court " there is no evidence of bouts bein
any where but in this general area , where +heyre docl(ec/',/( Ap. E.
Ex. 8 Trby, 83 Li. 2-9). In esvence , the prosecutor is claiming
that to obtain or dock a boat , ene must get it or docic it in
“ this general aréaq !

Fact ¢ During closing argument +he prosecutor claimed FPelletier vsed
Tim Finns boat o commit +he crime (AW‘ E. Ex. Il TnPg, 841 ), The
problem is that Finn festified hix boat wuas docked at a property
adjacent to his (App‘E. Ex.12,13,and 14 Te.Pg. 349-351 )\ which is more
than 200 yards from * this general area ! (ﬂpp.E. Ex.1 ® marks
where boat was decked ),

The. boat in question was fovnd on +he other side of the lake
from " this general area . (App. E. Ex.1 ® marks where boat was
found ). This is a lake with docks coming off every property.

This proves the prosecutor was fabricating statements .

3) The prosecutor tells +he court | Pelletier got out of Finn's
boat at +Hhat point (App.E Ex L @ marks spot ) and walked
home (AppE. Ex.8 TPy 83 Li. 11-13 ).

b



Fact: Two problems exis+. First, the baat+ was found secured
on the oH)er side of the lake (/}pp E. Ex.15 Tr.Py. 162 | see also
Ex.1 ® marks spot ). Second , thece is no testimony or
evidence +hat ex:5+ Yo support “this statement | only the
prosecutor saying it . That is not evidence ora circumstance.

_ This proves the pm;ecu*f—or deliberately lied to the court,

H) The pro;ecufor tells +he judye that circumstances put Pelleﬁer
in the vicinity at some point (App E Ex.8 TrPy.83 Li. 19-2) ).
Fact: Again, no testimeny or evidence exist +o svpport this
f+a+eme4+ only +the prosecutor saying it .
This proves +he prosecvtor deliberately lied to +the court .
| Resuvl+ O0F The Fabrications
The trial judge +hen stated , he wovld allow the testimony based
en +he prorecui'or\: statements (/-lﬂ).E Ex. 8 and 16 Trfy. 83-84)
The judge believed the prosecutor and the dog handler was allowed
+ tes+ify before the jury. This ?’é;ﬁmoay allowed +he prosecutor
to say felletier was in the area |, Where the prosecutor sald the erime
happened . This is the only testimony +o link Pelletier 4o the dead 8ody .
Arqument
Petitioner has come +o believe that qud Upon The Court "
defined as | an officer of the court | deliberately fabr:ca‘hng
evidence +te the court | and +he court relying on the fabrications
to make a rvling . In this case | if Petitioner is correct
then his case is a prime example of ‘' Fravd Upos The Court .
Petitioner would asK +his court | before moving on +o the
following ques+ions | +o Vemfy the -Fac-b’ as a trve
“Fravd Upon The Coum‘L "claim .




Question 2 Ar‘gu men+

Did the Dis.Covrt misvse Gonzalez v Crosby, 545 U.5 524 (2005)
and did the U.S.Court of Appeals Ut e of VA, err oy
aFF,‘rmfng +he Ofx. Covrt's rulmg P

_Facts _ o

The U.5. Dis.Court in it5s order dismissing the Rule 60 b.3.
Meotion stated | Any claim assecting a baris for relief on +he merits
in federal court from a judgment of conviction in state court Is, in
substance |, an application for Habeas Corpus under & 2254,
Gonzalez v Crosby, 545 U.S.524 (2005) ", |

The U.5. Court oF Appeals HE Cir. OF VA, aFfirmed +he Dis.Courts
ruling on Nov, 22 ,202] , |
Acgument
The Petitioner studied Gonzalez until he was seeing crossed
eyed. In ne portion of that case does it say +hat a claim of " Fravd
Upon The Court” sheuld be construed as a 2% Habeas . The AEDPA
does not circomscribe Rule 60 b. and there are extreme circum-
Stances +that allow for Rule 60 b, +o go vntouched by +he AEDPA
or the € 2254 . " Fravd UponThe Court"” being one of them .
Justice Stevens and Souter | in the dissenting opinion of
Gonzalez state \" The mos+ signiticant aspect of todays decission
is the courts unanimous rejection of +he view +that all post judgment-
motiony vnder F.R.Civ. p. 60 b. excppt +those aliegMg Fravd under
Rule 60b.3. should be treated as a second or successive Habeas
 Cocpus petitions . ” | |
Petitioner clearly claimed o Fravd UponThe Court " occurred in
hi> case and he feels the Dir.Covrt misconstrved Gonzalez and
that the Y% Cir. Court OF Appeals was in error for affirming +he
0is. Couvrts decission. | |
Petitioner does not Hhink o case like his has ever come before
+this Court | dve +o +he fuct +that what I'w:p/pe/)ed in his case
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is Very rare and ene of +the mos+ vile actions agarast justice .

Question 3 Argument

Does +he AEDPA +vrn a ™ Fravd Upon The Court ” claim | that
originated in the state , into a 27 Habegs r

Argument |
Petitioner has come tounderstand the AEDPA's concern js for
tinality of judgment ., But Hhere are +imes when Jvdgments are founded
vpen fravd and cannot be preserved.

Justice Scalig gave the opinion of the Court in Gonzalez
stating " The AEDPA does not expressly circumscribe the operation
of Rule 60b. "\ He Forther stated ™ Moreover | several character -
istics of a Rule 60 b, motion limit +he Friction between +he Rule and
the successive petitions prohibitions of AEDPA | ensuring that oue
harmonization of the two will not expose federal courts +o an
avalanche of frivolovs postjvdgment motions *

Providiag +hat +his court has reviewed Question 1 and its facts,
then the Court can easily find that the Motion Petitioner brouvght
forth to the state and federal covrts | is not Frivolovs ., He has |
in essence \ reported a crime by the prosecutor against +he court.
Petitioners claim is not normal on any level . A normal MHabeas and
2% Habeas seek +o redress Constitutional vidations . Here |
Petitioner is contesting the integrity of +he initial proceeding

~ Petitioner assects +the Fondamental mechanics of +he +rial covrt were
perverted by +he prosecutor and +that Rule 60 b.3. gives Petitioner the
opportunity +o have this claim addressed .

Vustice Black stated in Hazel-AHas Glass Co. v Har+Ford Empire

—Lo,, 322 U.5. 238 (1944) ™ +ampering with the adminis+ration of justice
in the manner indisputably shown here involves far more +han an
injury to a single litigant. Tt is a wrong against +he institutions

9



set up to protect and safeguard the public | institvtions in which
fravd cannot be +olerated consistently with the good order of
society . | | ~

Jostice Roberts stated in Hazel ' Mo fravd is more odiovs
than an attempt to svbvert the administratrion of justice . The
administration of justice does not enly reside inthe federal courys.
State courts protect and rvin the lives of innocent people every day.
An officer of +the state court | in +his case | sought a conviction at all
cost , instead of +he +rvuth | Corgupting the admipistration of justice.
IF +he AEDPA can prevent +his claim from beiﬂg‘heard, +hen +Hhe
AEDPA is net only vnconstitvtonal | but prometes a Miscarriage
of Justice .

The state and the AEDPA cannot claim an intecest in
Finality y when the judgment they seeK to protect | is founded
vpon fravd .

From reading much caselaw | handed down by this court , it
appears o Petitioner that a claim of " Froud Upon The Court “ e not
in the same ballpark ay a Habeas or 2°¢ Habeas . That a claim
of +his magnitude surpasses all limitations and procedvral bars,
T+ shovld not maHer if +he claim originated in the state or
federal covrt | all that shouvid matter is that +he proper
administration of )justice be restored .

Petitioner wovld ask +his covrt +o specify Hhis \-so +that
lower courts cannet confuse the +weo . | |

Question 4 Argument
Shouvld the U.S. Dis. Court have aPpella+e jurisdiction

affer +he state has difmis'fed a claim of “ Fravd
Upon The Covrt

10



Facts -

Petitioner filed a Rule 60 b.3. " Fravd Upen The Court " Moton +o
the Levisa Co. Cir. Court (VA) and +he motion was dismissed on
April 26,2021 (App.D). Petitioner then Filed with +he VA. Supreme
Covrt and the Motion was 'Pe)’ec‘/'ed o Ma\y, 19,2021, After "HM%\
fetitioner sovght relief with +he U.S. 0is.Court Western Dis. 0f
VA _ 2Tt feler Wi _ L vesTemn.

‘ Argumen+

fetitioner read allot of H® Cir. caselaw | poting +hat +he court
where the fravd occurred shovld be Hhe one +o First address i+ and
with +his fetitioner agreed . That is why he first filed +o the Lovisa
Covrt . But there arise. many problems with +the administration of
justice when the state covrts are leff with sole avthority over such

- claims .

These are soeme of the problems ; Mo court wants to admit that
one of its officers committed svch a heinovs act . That +he Cours

itself was deceived by one of its own . That its Judgment myst

be vacated . The state courts can also bear hea vey prejudices
towards these +that they have convicted of crimes,

Fetitioner asserts that all these above happened +o him, In its
order | the Lovisa Court called Fetitioners Meotion “Frivelocs “ and
‘with no substantial basis in fact or law ‘. The Fucks set out in
Question 1 are the same facts presented 1o the state courts,
Prow‘ding this Court reviewed +hose facts \ thea Hhis Court can
cleacly see that +he Levisa Covrt was prejudice with +heir order,
To call +his claim frivolovs is insane. To say it has no merit
only makes Ffetitioner believe the Lovisa Covrt+ never read
tHhe Motion,

This leads 1o a quef%r’on . Why do +he Federal couorts review
Habeas Corpus after +he states do T For most of +he time
+e states get it wreag er are prejudice . This claim Is neot
a Habeas and should not be constrved as ene , but +he same
principles af judicial administration shouvld apply + Once +he

N
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state Covrts have dl')l%f)sed a claim B-F “qud U/)on The Covrt ”,
then +the federal covrts shovld have oappellate jurisdiction 4o
review it . To leave the state with full avthority over a claim
like this s o forther corrupt +he mfegmv‘y of the judicial

process and justice .

e i ot e e e e
. oy - e g e e e e f Dt AL e mme D e e e koo

CONCLUSION

Fetitioner prays Hw Covrt will grant Cefhoram so that
these issves can be address and resolved

Re ypgc.}Pul/y Svbmitted \
7

2-12-2]

I, Adam Pelletier |, swear on Geod's love +hat +he 'por‘egwng )5

“i'rve amd accorate ,

a i,




