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QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

d.) Xr Petitioner's cjaMi prosecutorial u Fr«vd VpooThe Court h 

a Buie b,3, ^ ci Pcve claiM. of u Fraud UpoA The Courp " ?

2) The U,5'Dit% CourP ruled Petitioner? Buie i>0b3,H Fraud Up#/) The
Court " Motion , under Gonzalez- v Crofby] 5H5 VS. 524 (2005) , was to be 

construed a? a Habeas .
0I'd the Bir. Court Mix use Gonzcde^ and did the US. Court Uf 

Appeal* H&Cfr.OF Vft, 
ruling ?

3) Does Phe AEOPA Porn a M Fraud Ufan The CourP1' cl^inA } that 

orfjimfed in Phe state , l/ifr a 2^ pabets f

4) Petitioner PirxtPiled Phe de bO h, 3, Motion to Phe court where 

~Bi£ '* Fraud UponThe Court h occurred t The oHcjinql court find Phe 

V/l. Tupreme Courp have b#pb di'x/ni'sxed Phe clnim *
Fheuld Phe d> 5, Prs , Court hare QppelUte jurfrd/'c Ho A afPer 

1~he state hex dismissed c\ claim op *’ Fraud Open The Covrp /f f

by affirming Phe BiP. Courp serr



LIST OF PARTIES

$ All parties appear in the caption of the
case on the cover page.

[ ] All parties do not appear in the caption of the case on the cover page. 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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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI 

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari i
issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

For cases from federal courts:

tteV'tS £a£ ^ Stat63 °0Ur‘ °f appeals * Appendix to

[ ] reported at_____  ■ __________

S U"ited SlateS «*«» at Appendix JL „

irf reported at 'lz'2- \ -c\f- 0O^~/L/ _____

f 3 “uSrted for p“n but is -™ z
[ ] For cases from state courts:

(

The opinion of the highest state court to review the 
Appendix------- to the petition and is merits appears at
[ ] reported at __________ ___________
[ ] has been designated for publication but is 
[ ] is unpublished.

----------------— J or,
not yet reported; or,

The opinion of the __ 
appears at Appendix
[ ] reported at

, courtto the petition and is

f ]' £unpublishn'r^ ^ PUb"'Cati0n bUt ''3 "°‘yet C
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JURISDICTION

For cases from federal courts:

The Pjgted States Court of Appeals decided

]$ No petition for rehearing wa3 timely filed in my case.

my casewas

[ ] A timely petition for rehearing was denied by the United States Court of
Appeals on the following date:_____
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 { }

, and a copy of the

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

[ ] For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided 
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 ,

my case was

appears at Appendix

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

The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. S. C. § 1257(a).
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CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

0# not H)/r
Evm w\tt t-\\i book Xnjrtryt'hfons-

psye ■
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Petitioner was locked up for Hie murder of Amtee /Meadows in hfov. 
2060, and went to trial in the Looted Co-Cfr* Court in 'Tune 2.0011 He 

was 'found guilty of Capitol Murder , Hope s and tvUa Firearm charges, 

He Was sentenced to 2. Lifes plus £ years on Nov. H ^ 2002 . Since that 

time Petitioner has been through Appeal, Habeas { and numerous post 

Conviction petitions.
In April 2021, Petitioner filed a Pule 601*3, Motion for "Fraud 

Upon The Courf u with the Louisa Co, Cir, Court. The Motion Was dismissed 

and Petitioner filed to the VA. Sup. Court. That Motion was dismissed in 

May 2021 (
Petitioner then filed the Motion to the Pis* Court Western Vis *

Of )/A. and 'Hie Motion Was dismissed on Tuly 7, 20211 The Vis, Court used 

Gonzalez- v Crosby ]5lIB U>S, 524(ZOOS), to turn his MFraud l/ponThe Court h 

Motion into a successive Habeas , Petitioner appealed and the UtS* Court 

Of Appeals 4^ Ctr, Of VA, , affirmed the Vis. Courts ruling on Nov. 22) 

1021 .
From This. Petitioner files for Certoirari *
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

. Question 1 Argument

X5 Petitioner s chirr! of prosecuforja) "fraud Upon The C 

a Rule (>0\s>3. ^ a true claim of "fraud UponThe Courf" ?
f"our

Wh^f Petitioner brings now v in dealing wifh fhis question is a set of 

fctcl^ * backed by'fhe trial transcripts (App,E, Ex. 1-I& that will 
show -the trial prosecutor , Don Short , deliberately fabricated 

evidence to the trial judge and the judge relied on his statements 

to jet an expert K~t Blood Hound dog handler testify before the jury.
Facts

During trial the prosecutor wanted to introduce testimony of a Blood 

Round dog trail of Pelletier ^ done by detective Buck Gardner. The court 

stated it would follow the legal standards set forth in , EppeHy v Com.
22-t VA 2N (it82) fo determine adm/jsiblity (App.E. Ex. 2 Tr.Pg.lZ )

The trail in question was started from where- the body of Aheadows was 

pulled from water (App-B. Ex 1,® .Marks place), to land (App> E. Ex.d- ® 

Mark* place ^ also see Ex.3 Tr.Pg. 57), Gardner testified under Voir Pire 

that he had no evidence ether than the body before he did his frail 

(App- E. £x, 3 and y Tr.Pg. 57~5S ). Defense counsel further asked 

Gardner ,' What evidence did you have at that time that Adam had been 

at that spot’ > f> which Gardner replied H had none (App>£. Ex 5 

Tr. Pg> 67 ). Defense counsel objected to the testimony ) stating the 

prosecution failed to meet the tzpperly standard thoit the dog 

was placed on the trail where circumstances indicated H^at the 

guilty party had been “<
The Court agreed but gave the prosecutor a last chance to 

specify what evidence existed to place Pelletier at that spot y
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(Apf-F. Ex. 6 and 7 Tr. Pg. 8k 82),
Fabrication s

The prosecutor 'then ranted off foor (H) fabrications To The 

judge , They are listed (hpp.E. Ex.7 and Tr(pg. 8Z”23 ) )
with the facts To prove They were To Ire *

I) The prosecutor states'"that Meadow* and Pelletier web and They 

went To This poo) 9cent area iflpp-E. Ex.7 Tr.Pg.82 Li, M-ll s see also 

Ex.l. © mark* pool Scent).
Fact * Evidence oT The pool scent area was not yeT introduced, but 

when it Was > Gardner TesTiTied that he did not do a see/\T check oT
(App.E. Expand 10 Tr,P9.m-M). 

making up evidence That did fib exist «
Pelletier at The pool scenT area 

This proves The prosecutor was

2) The prosecutor Tells The Court ,u there is no evidence of boats being 

anywhere bub if) this general area > where Theyce docked,( App< E. 
Ex. 8 Tr#P^, 83 LT l~^)t To essence \ the prosecutor is claiming 

that fo obtain or dock a boat v one must get it or dock it in 

" +h)’x general are a ".
Fact t During closing argument The prosecutor claimed Pelletier used 

T)m Finns boat to commit bt^e crime (App> E. Ex. II Tr.Pg, SHI )4 The 

problem is that Finn Testified his boat was docked at a property 

adjacent To his (App.E. Ex. 12- ,/3, W N Tr.Pg, 3W-35/ which is more 

Than 200 y^rds from * This general area " ( App.E. F*. .± ® marks 

where boat was docked ),
The boat in question was found on the other side of the lake 

from " This general area n (App>E. Ex.d. © Marks vuhere boaf 

found )» This is a lake with docks Coming off every property, 
Thi’r proves The prosecutor was fabricating statements .

was

3) The prosecutor Tells The court ^ Pe Defier got out of Finks 

boat at That point (App.E. Ex lL (3D marks spot ) and walked 

home (App>E. Ex. 8 Tr.Pg.83 Li. IF 13 )«



Fact* Two problems exlsT.
on the other ride of the lake [AppE> Ex. IF Tr.PyMZ 

Hx.i- ©mark* spot ). Second A there is no testimony &r 

evidence that exist to support this statement s only the 

prosecutor saying it * That is not evidence ora circumstance.
This proves the prosecutor delibera tely lied to the court,

First * the b&at was found secured
see also

4) The prosecutor te\\s the jvdye fbaf circumstances pvt Pelletie 

■in the vicinity at some point (App< E Ex. 8 Tr.Py.83 U. M-2! ),
FactAgain ^ no testimony or evidence exist h> support this 

Statement \ only the prosecutor saying it .
This proves the prosecutor deliberately lied to the court ,

Result Of The Fabrications
The trial judge then stated * he would allow the testimony based 

on the prosecutors statements (App>£ Ex< 8 and lb Tr.Pg. 33*%^).
The judge believed the prosecutor and the doc? handler war allowed 

~h testify before the jury, This testimony allowed the prosecutor
to say, Pelletier was in the area ^ tibere, The prosecutor saidtte crirn@ 

happened * This Is the only testimony to link Pelletier to tie dead Sady *
Argument

Petitioner has come to believe that " Fraud Upon The Court is 

defined as J an officer of the court \ deliberately fabricating 

evidence to fhe court, and the court relying on the fabrications 

to make a ruling k Xn this case * if Petitioner is correct A 
then hfs case Isa prime example of '* Fraud Upon The Court * 

Petitioner would ask this Court ] before moving on to the 

following questions ) 
u Fraud Upon The Court

to verify the facts 
. // * . claim .

as a true
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Querfion 2 Argumend

bid fhe DiV, Gourd Mir use Gonzalez v Crosby, 
and did dhe U(S\ Gourd of Appeal? H+- Cir> Of VA 

affirming dhe Oir. Gourd- ? ruling ?

54 S’ If.*52*1 {2005) 

, err by

Face's
The U.5- Di?* Coord in id? order dismissing dhe Role 60 6.3, 

Moi/oo xfaded ,vX Any c/«iVi asserding a basis for relief on dhe mends 

in federal courf from a judgmend of conviedion in shade coord is, in 

subsfance * an appHcadion for Habeas Corpus under §2254. 

Gonzalez, r Crosby ,555 U.5.524 (l 00$) *\
The Ox9. Coord Op Appeal? 4 — Cir* Op ]/A. affirmed dhe Pit. Coords 

ruling on A/ov, 22,202.) .
Argo mend_______

The Fedidioner sdvdied Gonzalez, undil he was feeing crossed
eyed. I n no pordion of dhad case does id $ray dhad a claim of" Fraud 

OponThe Coord11 should be consdrued as q 2— Habeas’. The AFDPA 

doer nod circumscribe Rule 60 b. and dhere are exbreme circa m- 

Sdancer dhad allow for Role 60 h, do cjo ondouched by ffe AFDPA 

or dhe & 2254 . u fraud UponThe Gourd" being one of dhe m ,

, in dhe dir sending opinion of 

Gonzalez, sdade >xV The mord rignificanf a speed of Todays dears') on 

is dhe coords unanimous rejeedfon of dhe view dhad all pofd jvdgmenf 

modionS under F.P.Ciir>P. 60 b. excfcpd dhare alleging Fraud under 

Rule 60 b.3, should be dreaded as a second or successive Habeas 

Corpus pedidfonr t °
Fedidioner clearly claimed a Fraud UponThe Coord ‘occurred In 

hi? case and he feels dhe Dir* Courf Mixconsdrued Gonzalez- and 

dh&d dhe. 4 — Cir> Gourd Of Appeals Was in error for affirming dhe 

OiSx Courf s decirsion,
Fedidioner does nod dhink a. case like his has ever come before 

dhi? Courf) due do fhe facd dhad whad happened in his case

'Turdfce Stevens and Souder
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Very rare and one of the most vile actions against justice ,)s

Question 3 Argument

Ooes the AEPPA torn a ' Fraud VponThe Court" claim v that 

originated in t}Ye state , into a 2^ Habeas ?

____ Argument______
Petitioner has come to understand the AEDPA's concern is For 

Finality of judgment. But there are timer ashen judgments are -founded 

upon fraud and cannot be preserved.
'Justice 9caHc\ gave the opinion of the Court in Gonz-alez 

stating ) The AEPPA does not expressly circumscribe the operation 

of Rule 60 b. He further statedMoreover , several character- 

of a Rule 60 b, Motion limit the Friction between the Rule and 

the successive petitions prohibitions of AEDPA , ensuring that 

harmonization of the two will not expose Federal courts to an 

avalanche of Frivolous port judgment motions
Providing that this court has reviewed Question 1 and its Facts 

then the Court can easily Find that the /Iflotion Petitioner brought 

Forth to the state and Federal courts x is not Frivolous . He has x 
in essence x reported a crime by the prosecutor against the court. 

Petitioners claim is not normal on any level . A normal Habeas and 

2 Habeas seeK to redress Constitutional violations, Here s 
Petitioner is contesting the integrity of the initial proceeding * 
Petitioner asserts Hie fundamental mechanics of the trial court 

perverted by the prosecutor and +hat Rule 60 b3. gives Petitioner the 

opportunity to have this claim addressed .
Justice Blacjs stated in ^ftazel-Atlas Glass Co. v Hartford Empire 

Co±x 322 US, 228 (lclLiH)f'i tampering with the administration of justice 

in the /Wanner indisputably shown here involves Far More than an 

injury to a single litigant. It Is a wrong against the institutions

fs tics

our

were
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sef up ~h> prefect and safeguard the public ) institutions in which 

fraud cannoi be -tolerated consistenfly with the good order of 

Society
Tustice Robertr stated in Hg^e I * xt fle fraud is more odious 

than an attempt to subvert the administration of justice '/ The 

administration of justice does not only reside in the federal courts * 
£t<xhe courts protect and ruin the lives of innocent people every day. 
An officer of the state court , in this case sought a conviction at all 
Cost x instead of the truth \ Corrupting the administration of justice* 

If the AEDPA can prevent this claim from being heard , then the 

AFP PA iz not only unconstitutional } but promotes a Miscarriage 

of lust ice .
The state and the AEDPA cannot claim an interest In 

finality » when the judgment they seek to protect ] is founded 

upon ftaucl .
From reading much case law , handed down by this court x it 

appears to Petitioner that a claim of H Fraud Open The Cour t ° is not 

in the same ballpark as a Habeas or 2Habeas » That a claim 

of this magnitude surpasses all limitations and procedural bars, 
It should not matter if the claim originated in the ztate or 

federal court ^ all that should matter is that the proper 

administration of justice be restored ,
Petitioner would ask this court to specify this s so that 

lower courts cannot Confuse the two .

Question H Argument

Should the VS, Pis. Court have appellate jurisdiction 

after the ?tate has dismissed a claim of " Fraud 

Upon The Court "
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Facts
Petitioner -filed a Rule 60 b3. "Fraud Upon The Court1' Motion fa 

the Louisa Co. £i"r, Court (V$) and fane motion wax dismissed on 

April , 26,2021 ( App. D ), Petitioner -then -filed with the VA. Supreme 

Court a*d fane Motion was rejected on Atay, 1*1,202/, After fa)t&, 
Petitioner sought Celie-f with fahe Uts, Oi>\ Court Wes fern Ois. Of
VA.

Argument
fet\Honer read allot of fait Cfr. caselaw s nofang that the court 

where the fraud occurred should be fane one fa> first address if and 

with faux Peiif toner agreed . Thaf is why he first filed fa fane Louisa 

Ccurf . (but there arise, mary problems with fhe administration of 

juxfice when fhe state courfr are left with sole authority over such 

claims
These are some of fhe prof jenny ; Mo cour t wants h> admit that 

one of jfr officers committed such a heinous act . That the CourT 

itself was deceived by one of its own . That its judgment must 

be vacated . The state courts con also bear heavey prejudices 

towards fanese that they have Convicted of crimes.
Petitioner asserts that all these above happened to hinn. Tn its 

order , the Louisa Court called Petitioner's Motion "frivolous " and 

with no substantial basis in factor law ". The facts set out- in 

Question d. are the same facts presented to the state courts. 

Providing this Court reviewed -those facts 

clearly see that +he Louisa Court was prejudice wifan their order, 

'Th call this claim frivolous fy insane, T® say if has n® merit 

only Makes Petitioner believe the Louisa Court never read 

the Motion.
This leads to a question , Why do the federal courts review 

Habeas Corpus after fane states do T For most of the time 

the states get if wrong or are prejudice . This claim is not 

a Habeas and should not be construed as one 

principles at judicial ad Ministration should apply . Once the

then this Court can

but the Same
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claim of'* Fraud Upon The Court jstate Court? have dismissed a 

then the -federal courts should have appellate jurisdiction t~o 

review it. To leave the state with full authority over a claim 

like this} f* to further corrupt the integrity of the judicial 

process and justice .

CONCLUSION
Petitioner prays this Court will grant Certiorari so that 

these issues can he address and resolved .

Respectfully Submitted

God s love that the foregoing isX 1 Adam Pe lletier ^ 
true and accurate ,

swear on

/

^-Ss£? ‘fev ~ t~i &"■ *** •*, w-~~

'"linin''

~uSr\

icertlyj?®68**’16
„«f9>***
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