
Seymour Hersh unleashed, Jan. 19, 2011 Foreign Policy Magazine 

https://foreignpolicy.com/2011/01/19/who-are-the-knights-of-malta-and-what-do-they-want/  Page 1 

FP EXPLAINER 

Who Are the Knights of Malta — and 
What Do They Want? 
They're a secretive religious order with a long and bloody history and unique 
status under international law, but that doesn't mean they run the world. 

By Joshua E. Keating 

ALESSIA GIULIANI/AFP/Getty Images 

JANUARY 19, 2011, 9:55 PM 

In a speech in Doha on Monday, veteran New Yorker journalist Seymour 
Hersh alleged that the U.S. military's Joint Special Operations Command 
(JSOC) had been infiltrated by Christian fanatics who see themselves as 
modern-day Crusaders and aim to "change mosques into cathedrals." In 
particular, he alleged that former JSOC head Gen. Stanley McChrystal -- later 
U.S. commander in Afghanistan -- and his successor, Vice Adm. William 
McRaven, as well as many other senior leaders of the command, are "are all 
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Also Chief Justice John Roberts]
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members of, or at least supporters of, Knights of Malta." What was he talking 
about? 

Not exactly clear. There’s not much evidence to suggest that the Knights of 
Malta are the secretive cabal of anti-Muslim fundamentalists that Hersh 
described. (For the record, when contacted by Foreign Policy, McChrystal said 
that he is not a member.) But they are certainly an anomalous presence in 
international politics and have provoked their share of conspiracy theories 
over the years. 

The Sovereign Military Hospitaller Order of Saint John of Jerusalem of 
Rhodes and of Malta is a Roman Catholic organization based in Rome with 
around 13,000 members worldwide. The group was founded in 1048 by 
Amalfian merchants in Jerusalem as a monastic order that ran a hospital to 
tend to Christian pilgrims in the Holy Land. At the height of its power, the 
order was also tasked by Rome with the additional military function of 
defending Christians from the local Muslim population. The Knights of St. 
John were just one of a number of Christian military orders founded during 
this period — including the fabled but now defunct Knights of Templar. 

When the Sultan of Egypt retook Jerusalem in 1291, the Knights of St. John 
went into exile, settling in Rhodes 20 years later. In 1523 they were forced 
from Rhodes by the Sultan’s forces and settled in Malta, which they ruled until 
they were dislodged by Napoleon’s army in 1798. The order settled in Rome in 
the mid-19th century, where it remains to this day. 

Despite its name, the Knights haven’t had any military function since leaving 
Malta. Instead, the order has gone back to its charitable roots by sponsoring 
medical missions in more than 120 countries. 

When the order was founded, knights were expected to take a vow of poverty, 
chastity, and obedience upon joining. Nowadays, obedience is enough. 
Membership is still by invitation only, but you no longer have to be a member 
of the nobility. In recent years, the organization has become increasingly 
American in membership. The leader of the order, referred to as the prince 
and grand master, is elected for life in a secret conclave and must be approved 
by the pope. 

Despite having no fixed territory besides its headquarters building in Rome, 
the order is considered a sovereign entity under international law. It prints its 
own postage stamps and coins — though these are mostly for novelty value — 
and enjoys observer status at the United Nations, which classifies it as a 
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nonstate entity like the Red Cross. The Knights maintain diplomatic 
relations with 104 countries. The order does not have official relations with 
the United States, though it has offices in New York, for the United Nations 
delegation, and Washington, for its representation at the Inter-American 
Development Bank. 

Because of its secretive proceedings, unique political status, and association 
with the Crusades, the order has been a popular target for conspiracy 
theorists. Alleged members have included former CIA Directors William Casey 
and John McCone, Chrysler Chairman Lee Iacocca, and GOP fixture Pat 
Buchanan, though none have ever acknowledged membership. Various 
theories have tied the Knights to crimes including the Kennedy 
assassination and spreading the AIDS virus through its clinics in Africa. 

[Reader note: The author attempts with the brush of his lazy writing hand, to 
avoid addressing very important issues in world history by implying that 
they are “conspiracy theories,” and therefore are not worthy of his time. This 
is at best lazy journalism, or at worse, malicious deception. In fact, it is now 
notoriously known that the moniker “conspiracy theory” was specifically 
concocted by the C.I.A. to cover-up their now proven involvement in the 
assassination of President John F. Kennedy. This would imply that 
“conspiracy theories” labels should be considered true until proven 
otherwise.] 

In 2006, a newspaper article in the United Arab Emirates claimed that the 
Knights were directly influencing U.S. policy in Iraq and Afghanistan, 
reprising their role in the Crusades. Following the article, Islamist websites in 
Egypt urged followers to attack the order’s embassy in Cairo, forcing the 
organization to issue a statement denying any military role. 

To be fair, the Knights have been involved in their fair share of political 
intrigues. In 1988, the charge d’affaires at the order’s embassy in 
Havana confessed to being a double agent, reporting to both the CIA and 
Cuban intelligence. According to journalist Jeremy Scahill’s book Blackwater, 
Joseph Schmitz, a former executive at the company who also served as 
inspector general for the U.S. Department of Defense, boasted of his 
membership in the Knights in his official biography. The defense contractor 
now known as Xe’s chief executive, Erik Prince, reportedly espoused Christian 
supremacist beliefs, and its contractors in Iraq used codes and insignia based 
on the order’s medieval compatriots, the Knights of the Templar. However, 
there’s no evidence to suggest the Knights of Malta had any direct influence 
over the company. 
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So while the group is, for the most part, a charitable organization with little 
resemblance to the sinister portrait painted by its detractors, an image-
makeover might be in order as it finishes off its 10th century. 
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RULE 29.6 STATEMENT 

The Rule 29.6 disclosure statement included in the petition for a writ of 
certiorari remains accurate. 
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PETITION FOR REHEARING 

Petitioner Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam, a woman, ("Dr. Arunachalam") 
respectfully requests rehearing of the Court's Order dated May 18, 2020, dismissing 
her Petition for Writ of Certiorari, denying her IFP Motion, misapplying Rule 39.8, 
dubbing her "frivolous or malicious," cruelly punishing her for the Court's own 
misconduct. 

In striving to protect her patent property rights, information came to Dr. 
Arunachalam that Chief Justice Roberts maintains an impermissible conflict of 
interest relationship with a foreign power-The Sovereign Military Order of Malta 
(SMOM), officially the Sovereign Military Hospitaller Order of Saint John of 
Jerusalem, of Rhodes and of Malta, commonly known as the Order of Malta or 
Knights of Malta. 

The Knights of Malta is a sovereign power, answers to the Pope of Rome1 

whose annual budget is $1.5 billion, funded by European governments, the United 
Nations, the European Union, foundations and public donors. The Knights of Malta 
cannot take vows that conflict with the Catholic Church. 2 On 3/1112020, they 
established formal diplomatic relationship with Estonia, whose government is 
involved in the Spy Gate scandal and the fabrication of the spurious Steele "Dirty 
Dossier." See Figure, Appendix lA. 

The . British Monarch is a member of the Knights of Malta. The last 
Grandmasters of the Order of Malta came from Britain. Former-Grandmaster 
Andrew Willougby Ninian Bertie was Queen Elizabeth H's cousin and originated 
his position within the Grand Priory of England. 3 The British arm of the Order of 
Malta controlling St John's Wood is known as the Grand Priory of England. This 

1 J.H. (February 7, 2017). Why the pope has taken control of the Knights of Malta. The Economist. 
https://www. econ om ist.com/the-econom ist-expl a ins/2017 /02/07 /why-the-pope-has-ta ken­
control-of-the-kn ights-of-ma lta 
2 "Pope's Private Letter Reveals Early Involvement in Power Struggle," Jan. 30, 2019. WikiLeaks. 
"To the Venerable Brother Cardinal RAYMOND LEO BURKE Patron of the Sovereign Order of 
Malta, From the Vatican, Dec. 01, 2016. ('In the letter, Pope Francis states: "In particular, 
members of the Order must avoid secular and frivolous (sic) behavior, such as membership to 
associations, movements and organisations which are contrary to the Catholic faith and/or of a 
relativist nature."'). https://wikileaks.org/popeorders/document/Attachment 1/page-
4/#pagination 
3 Knights of Malta. (Accessed May 19, 2020). The Great Priory of the United Religious, Military 
and Masonic Orders of the Temple and of St. John of Jerusalem, Palestine, Rhodes and Malta of 
England and Wales and its Provinces Overseas. https://www.markmasonshall.org/orders/order­
of-malta 
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location was once also a Knights Templar headquarters in Britain-the current site 
of the Inns of Court from which even American courts take instruction. 

The Order of Malta owned Londinium (TheCityofLondon UK, which 
presents its name without spaces between the words.) TheCityofLondon UK was 
eventually rented out by the Order of Malta as their headquarters: The Jesuits took 
over Londinium in 1825, aided by the Rothschild banking family and perennial 
advisors to the Federal Reserve and Bank of England. 

Dr. Arunachalam should not be punished by this Court because Chief 
Justice John G. Roberts, Jr.'s partiality is in question by this Knights of Malta 
conflict of interest. 

I. TIDS COURT PROFOUNDLY FAILS TO PROTECT 
PATENT HOLDERS IN VIOLATION OF THE 
CONSTITUTION - BROKE THE LAW, AVOIDED 
ENFORCING ITS OWN LAW, ITS OWN GOVERNING 
PRECEDENTS4 - THE SUPREME LAW OF THE LAND. 

In dismissing Dr. Arunachalam's petition, this Court fails to correct a 
systemic injustice being foisted upon American inventors by the unconstitutional 
practice of allowing the U.S. Patent & Trademark Office-itself now run by foreign 
powers - SERCO and QinetiQ, to rescind patent contracts already awarded. 

Both SERCO and QinetiQ5 are controlled by a "Special Share" held by the 
British Monarch that gives it total control over these companies, including their 
subsidiaries in the United States. SERCO's contracts to manage the U.S. Patent 
Office are available on the General Services Agency website. 6 

A patent grant is a contract and cannot be rescinded once awarded 

Chief Justice Marshall is crystal clear on fundamental property rights -· a 
patent grant is a contract and cannot be rescinded once awarded - the 
Supreme Law of the Land. Dr. Arunachalam's Petition asks this Court to enforce 
the law, its own law, that EVERY lower court in Dr. Arunachalam's cases 

4 Fletcher v. Peck, 10 U.S. 87 (1810); Trustees of Dartmouth College v. Woodward, 17 U.S. 518 
(1819); Ogden v. Saunders, 25 U.S. 213 (1827); Grant v. Raymond, 31 U.S. 218 (1832); U.S. v. 
American Bell Telephone Company, 167 U.S. 224 (1897); 
5 Qinetiq Group Pie, Co. No. 4586941. (Jun. 03, 2003. Resolutions at General Meeting, p. 29. 
Companies House. ("15. SPECIAL SHARE, 15.1 Special Shareholder, The Special Share may only be 
issued to, held by and transferred to the Crown (or as it directs)."). 
6 Press Release. (Nov. 150, 2018). Serco Processes 4 Millionth Patent Application for U.S. Patent 
and Trademark Office. SERCO. 
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systematically failed to enforce. 

The matter in this Petition addresses one of the most fundamental property 
rights-the right to hold patents without fear of government intrusion and 
confiscation. 

By dismissing this Petition, this Court is evidently attempting to bully Dr. 
Arunachalam into silence to avoid enforcing Fletcher, promoting theft. 

By 8 Justices failing to address Chief Justice Roberts' evident conflicts of 
interest by his membership in the Knights of Malta sets a horrible precedent that 
judges may maintain conflicts of interest in any court. 

II. JUSTICE ROBERT'S RECUSAL IS AN ADMISSION THAT HE 
HAS A CONFLICT OF INTEREST WITH THE KNIGHTS OF 
MALTA 

Dr. Arunachalam's mere question about Chief Justice Roberts' relationship 
with the Knights of Malta triggered him to recuse. He admitted to the fact that he 
"engaged in conflict of interest against inventors as a member of the Knights of 
Malta with fealty to the Queen of England who controls SERCO and QinetiQ Group 
Plc, both British companies, in services that prejudice the inventor's patent 
properties." 

Six Supreme Court Justices Kagan, Sotomayor, Thomas, Ginsburg, Breyer 
and Alito, recused from her Case No. 18-9383. 

In light of these Supreme Court recusals in Dr. Arunachalam' s cases, the 
Order that Dr. Arunachalam's Petition is "frivolous or malicious" is an evident 
dereliction of duty by this Court to protect her property rights with an accusation 
against her, which is itself unfounded and therefore itself frivolous on its face. 

III. SEVEN JUSTICES RECUSED FROM DR. ARUNACHALAM'S 
CASES OF THEIR OWN VOLITION. 

Dr. Arunachalam's cases are all one single continuum of judicial 
misfeasance, malfeasance, non-feasance, and treasonous breach of their solemn 
oaths of office in not enforcing the Supreme Law of the Land. 

It is a fundamental property rights issue embedded in the U.S. Constitution. 
A patent property is a natural right to one's intellectual property granted by 
contract; which once agreed, cannot be revoked, at least without due compensation. 
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U.S. Constitution, Article I, Section 8, Clause 8 - Patent and 
Copyright Clause of the Constitution. [The Congress shall have 
power] "To promote the progress of science and useful arts, by 
securing for limited times to authors and inventors the exclusive 
right to their respective writings and discoveries." 

It is not Dr. Arunachalam's fault that Chief Justice Roberts "engaged in 
conflict of interest against inventors as a member of the Knights of Malta ... " 

Nor is it her fault that seven Justices breached their solemn oath of office 
and lost jurisdiction because they failed to enforce Fletcher, Dartmouth College -
the Supreme Law of the Land in her cases. 

Indeed, Dr. Arunachalam is being punished under the color of law by this 
Court that is evidently attempting to sweep the issues under the rug, hoping Dr. 
Arunachalam will remain gagged. 

IV. DR. ARUNACHALAM IS A SENIOR FEMALE INVENTOR WHO 
IS BEING DENIED ACCESS TO TIDS COURT BY DENYING HER 
IFPMOTION. 

COURT'SORDERISERRONEOUSANDFRAUDULENT,CRUEL 
AND UNUSUAL PUNISHMENT, VIOLATING THE 8th 
AMENDMENT, IN RETALIATION FOR DR. ARUNACHALAM 
PUTTING THEM ON NOTICE OF A FACT ADMITTED BY CIDEF 
JUSTICE ROBERTS, OF ms OWN MISCONDUCT, FOR WHICH 
SHE IS NOW BEING FALSELY DUBBED AS "FRIVOLOUS OR 
MALICIOUS," JUST BECAUSE THE COURT FINDS FACTS 
PRESENTED BY DR. ARUNACHALAM INCONVENIENT OR 
EMBARRASING. 

The remaining eight Justices-out of which six more had already recused 
from Dr. Arunachalam's cases and cannot rule- ruled in this case that she was 
"frivolous or malicious" per Rule 39.8, thus making it expensive, hazardous and 
burdensome for her to have access to the courts-all in violation of the 
Constitution. See ALP Vol XII, Sec. 141. 

How could this Court speak from both sides of its mouth? Chief Justice 
Roberts himself admitted (which is not a frivolous admission, thus giving validity 
to Dr. Arunachalam's assertion) to the fact he "engaged in conflict of interest 
against inventors as a member of the Knights of Malta. : . ", and then the Court 
speaking from the other side of its mouth that she is ''frivolous or malicious. " 
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It is an undisputed fact that the Court lost its jurisdiction in repeatedly 
avoiding the enforcement of its own Governing Precedents - the Supreme Law of 
the Land, delineated in Fletcher and Dartmouth College. How can the Judiciary 
committing treason by breaking their solemn oaths of office dub my repeated 
notices to the Judiciary ''frivolous or malicious"? 

If Dr. Arunachalam's Petition was frivolous, then Chief Justice Roberts 
had no basis to recuse. 

If Dr. Arunachalam's Petition was malicious, then the facts she raises 
would have to be false, which his recusal shows they are not. 

How can the Justices call Dr. Arunachalam's Petition "frivolous and 
malicious" when Chief Justice Roberts recused himself as a result of it? In other 
words, if it was frivolous, then Justice Roberts had no reason to recuse. 

As to malice, Dr. Arunachalam does not take issue with Justice Roberts 
personally, only with his conduct on the bench. Justices are duty bound to avoid 
even the appearance of a conflict of interest. Since his membership in the Knights 
of Malta is confirmed, then Dr. Arunachalam bringing up this fact and asking for 
an ethics ruling cannot be malicious. 

V. THIS COURT DOES NOT HA VE CLEAN HANDS IN THIS 
RETALIATORY DISMISSAL OF DR. ARUNACHALAM'S 
PETITION 

Dr. Arunachalam came to this Court with clean hands. And yet this Court 
is impeaching her credibility because of its evident misconduct. 

That this Court failed to enforce the law is judicial malfeasance, 
misfeasance and nonfeasance. 

This Court's failure to address Chief Justice Robert's evident conflict of 
interest with the Knights of Malta, and all that this implies regarding the Pope of 
Rome, the British Monarch, the Inns of Court in Britain and the United States, 
SERCO and QinetiQ is palpable. 

This Court's response to call Dr. Arunachalam's assertions of fact regarding 
this conflict of interest as ''frivolous or malicious" speaks to the complicity of the 
other Justices. 

To then dismiss Dr. Arunachalam's Petition for Writ of Certiorari is evident 
5 



retaliatory, cruel and unusual punishment in violation of the gth Amendment-for 
Dr. Arunachalam putting them on notice that the Justices failed to enforce the Law 
of the Land and this Court's Governing Precedents - the Supreme Law of the 
Land, Fletcher, Dartmouth College and breached their solemn oaths of office and 
lost their jurisdiction. 

VI. INTERVENING LAW: VIRNETX REVERSED AND REMANDED 
ON 5/13/20, WHICH COURTS FAILED TO APPLY TO DR. 
ARUNACHALAM'S CASES 

On 5/13/2020, the Federal Circuit reversed and remanded in VirnetX 
because the PT AB Administrative Patent Judges were unconstitutionally 
appointed, and yet discriminately failed to apply it to USPTO reexams and 
IPR/CBM reviews of Dr. Arunachalam's patents. 

The Federal Circuit discriminately failed to reverse its Erroneous and 
Fraudulent and Void Orders in her cases even though the District Courts and the 
PT AB failed to consider "the entirety of the record" - Patent Prosecution History 
- requiring reversal of those Orders pursuant to the Federal Circuit's own Aqua 
Products, Inc. v. Mata/ ruling of October, 2017. 

VII. THIS CASE SUPERCEDES MARBURYV. MADISONTHAT THREE 
DEPARTMENTS HA VE ACTED AS ONE TO STEAL DR. 
ARUNACHALAM'S PATENTS AND UNJUSTLY ENRICH 
CORPORATE INFRINGERS BY TRILLIONS OF DOLLARS. 

This. Court dismissed this case, even though it supercedes Marbury v. 
Madison in constitutional significance that three Departments have all been acting 
as one, to steal patents of Dr. Arunachalam's significant inventions which have 
enabled the nation to work remotely during the COVID-19 Pandemic. 

There is no question here that the Court has a solemn oath duty to enforce 
the law - the Supreme Law of the Land. 

How can this Court impeach Dr. Arunachalam as "frivolous or malicious" 
for this Court's own misconduct in not enforcing the Law of the Land-Fletcher, 
Dartmouth College, that govern patent law. 

How can this Court impeach Dr. Arunachalam as "frivolous or malicious" 
for merely raising the fact of Chief Justice Roberts' relationships to the Knights of 
Malta, and all that this implies regarding the Pope of Rome, the British Monarch, 
the Inns of Court in Britain and the United States, SER CO and QinetiQ? 
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Figure 1: Meghan Keneally. (July 3, 2012). After joking about heading to Malta 
to escape criticism .... Chief Justice Roberts heads to Malta as it emerges that he 
may have written for AND against opinions on Obamacare. The Daily Mail. 
https://www.dailvmail.co. uk/news/article-21684 51 /Chief-Justice-Roberts-heads­
Malta-emerges-written-AND-opinions-Obamacare.html 

See also Appendix lA for substantial corroborating evidence, which further 
renders Dr. Arunachalam non-frivolous and non-malicious. 

VIII. J. MARSHALL DECLARED: 
"THE LAW OF TIDS CASE IS THE LAW OF ALL." 

William E. Simonds, the U.S. Patent Office Commissioner from 1891 to 
1892, wrote in the Manual of Patent Law (1874): 

"A Patent is a Contract between the inventor and the Government 
representing the public at large." 

Chief Justice J. Marshall declared: 
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"It can require no argument to prove that the circumstances of this 
case constitute a contract." 

J. Marshall declared in Dartmouth College v. Woodward (1819) that: 

"Surely, in this transaction, every ingredient of a complete and 
legitimate contract is to be found. The points for consideration are, 
1. Is this contract protected by the Constitution of the United States? 
2. Is it impaired by the acts" of this Court? 

Are Petitioner's patent property rights being impaired by this Court? The 
answer is "yes" to both questions. 

Like J. Marshall stated in Dartmouth, 

"Circumstances have not changed it. In reason, injustice, and in law, 
it is now what was in 1769 ... The law of this case is the law of 
all ... The opinion of the Court, after mature deliberation, is that this 
is a contract the obligation of which cannot be impaired without 
violating the Constitution of the United States ... It results from this 
opinion that the acts of' (emphasis added) the Judiciary "are 
repugnant to the Constitution of the United States, and that the 
judgment on this special verdict ought to have been for the 
Petitioner." 

If a doubt could exist that a grant is a contract, the point was decided in 
Fletcher. If, then, a grant be a contract within the meaning of the Constitution 
of the United States, J. Marshall stated: "these principles and authorities prove 
incontrovertibly that" a patent grant "is a contract." J. Marshall declared that 
any acts and Orders by the Judiciary that impair the obligation of the patent grant 
contract within the meaning of the Constitution of the United States "are 
consequently unconstitutional and void." 

This Court's and lower court Orders violate the U.S. Constitution and 
constitute treason. J. Marshall declared in Fletcher: 

'Crime by the Adjudicators' 

"It would be strange if a contract to convey was secured by the 
Constitution, while an absolute conveyance remained 
unprotected ... This rescinding act" ''would have the effect of an ex 
post facto law. It forfeits the estate of' Petitioner "for a crime not 
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committed by" Petitioner, but by the Adjudicators by their Orders 
which "unconstitutionally impaired" the patent grant contract with 
Petitioner, which, "as in a conveyance of land, the court found a 
contract that the grant should not be revoked." 

IX. PETITIONER'S PATENTED INVENTIONS ARE MISSION­
CRITICAL TO U.S. GOVERNMENT'S OPERATIONS, ENABLING 
THE NATION TO OPERATE REMOTELY DURING COVID-19 
AND ENABLE NATIONAL SECURITY. 

Corporate lnfringers stole Petitioner's patents and distributed its use to 
everyone including the U.S. Government, realizing unjust enrichments in the 
trillions of dollars. Petitioner is the inventor of "The Internet of Things (IoT)"­
"Web Applications Displayed on a Web browser." The Judiciary deprived 
Petitioner of the payment for each Web transaction/per Web application in use, 
which it allowed Corporate America to steal. 

Petitioner's patented inventions are in ubiquitous use worldwide, allowing 
Microsoft, IBM, SAP. JPMorgan Chase & Co. and the U.S. Government to make 
$trillions, including investors with stock in the above Corporatio1:1s, like Judge 
Richard G. Andrews, PT AB Judges McNamara, Stephen C. Siu who refused to 
recuse. 

This Court's 5/18/20 Order is in violation of the U.S. Constitution and 
inconsistent with the "faithful execution of the solemn promise made by the United 
States" with the Petitioner/inventor. 

The U.S. Supreme Court stated: "No ... judicial officer can war against the 
Constitution without violating his undertaking to support it." Cooper v. Aaron, 358 
U.S. 1, 78 S. Ct. 1401 (1958). "If a judge does not fully comply with the 
Constitution, then his orders are void, s/he is without jurisdiction, and s/he has 
engaged in an act or acts of treason." 

CONCLUSION: The fact of the matter - the State of the Union - is: there 
is no middle ground. The Court is not fooling anyone. The three Branches of 
Government concertedly share a common objective - to remain silent as fraud, 
willfully and wantonly avoiding enforcing Fletcher and this Court's Governing 
Precedents. Why has the Judiciary not enforced Fletcher and this Court's 
Governing Precedents? They know why - because enforcing Fletcher exposes the 
entire Patent System, operating as a criminal enterprise, defrauding the public. 
What is the point of this Court's Fletcher Precedent, if this Court has never enforced 
it? 
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Dr. Arunachalam has been forced to state the obvious. The Court does not 
like it. So the Court dismissed the Case and denied Petitioner her IFP Motion for 
false reasons, misapplying Rule 39.8, impeaching her as "frivolous or malicious" 
while Chief Justice Roberts admitted by his recusal that the facts and the law are 
on Petitioner's side. 

The Court should grant rehearing, void its 5/18/20 Order and grant 
the Petition for Writ of Certiorari. A Certificate of Service is attached here 
below. 

Respectfu~ly submitted, 

Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam, a woman 
Self-Represented Petitioner 
222 Stanford A venue, 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 
(650) 690-0995 
(650) 854-3393 (Fax) 
laks22002@yahoo.com 

Self-Represented Petitioner 
Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam, a woman 
May20, 2020 
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CERTIFICATE OF COUNSEL/SELF-REPRESENTED PETITIONER 

I, Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam, a woman, self-represented petitioner, certify that as 
per the Court rules, this document contains 2998 words only, as counted by the tool 
available in Microsoft WORD, and is well within the 3000 word limit. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam, a woman, 
Self-Represented Petitioner 
222 Stanford A venue, 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 
(650) 690-0995 
(650) 854-3393 (Fax) 
laks22002@yahoo.com 

Self-Represented Petitioner 
Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam, a woman 
May 20, 2020 
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RULE 44 CERTIFICATE 

I, Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam, a woman, self-represented petitioner, 
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, declare under penalty of perjury that the 
following is true and correct: 

1. This petition for rehearing is presented in good faith and not for delay. 

2. The grounds of this petition are limited to intervening circumstances 
of a substantial or controlling effect or to other substantial grounds not 
previously presented. 

Signature 

Executed on May 20, 2020 
Date 

12 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that on May 20, 2020,1 filed an original of the foregoing “PETITION 
FOR REHEARING,” Appendices, Certificate of Counsel/ Self-Represented 
Petitioner of the number of words, Rule 44 Certificate and Verification and IFP 
Motion for FEE WAIVER with the Clerk of the Court in the Supreme Court of 
the United States, by Express Priority Mail via the U.S. Postal Service for 
overnight delivery to:
Clerk of Court,
Supreme Court of the United States,
1 First Street, NE 
Washington, DC 20543

and I certify that I served a copy on counsel of record for Respondent, Lyft, Inc., 
via email and by Priority Mail via the U.S. Postal Service for overnight delivery 
at the following addresses:

Lyft, Incorporated 
Kristin Sverchek
General Counsel at Lyft, Inc.,
185 Berry Street, Ste 5000
San Francisco, CA 94107
844. 250.2773; 415-230-2905 xll27
kristin@lvft.com
Attorney for Lyft, Inc.;

May 20,2020 Respectfully submitted,

Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam, a woman, 
222 Stanford Ave,
Menlo Park, CA 94025 
650 690 0995; 
laks22002@yahoo.com

Self-Represented Petitioner 
Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam, a woman
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Figure 1: Meghan Keneally. (July 3, 2012). After joking about heading to Malta 
to escape criticism....Chief Justice Roberts heads to Malta as it emerges that he 
may have written for AND against opinions on Obamacare. The Daily Mail. 
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2168451/Chief-Justice-Roberts-heads-
Malta-emerges-written-AND-opinions-Obamacare.html 
 
 See also: 
 
Grace Wyler. (July 3, 2012). PHOTO: Chief Justice John Roberts Has Escaped 
To Malta. Business Insider. https://www.businessinsider.com/chief-justice-john-
roberts-malta-photo-2012-7 
 
Melissa Jeltsen. (July 3, 2012). John Roberts Arrives In Malta (PHOTOS). 
HuffPost. https://www.huffpost.com/entry/john-roberts-arrives-in-
malta_n_1647506 
 
Byron Tau. (July 3, 2012). Photo of the day: Roberts in Malta. Politico. 
https://www.politico.com/blogs/politico44/2012/07/photo-of-the-day-roberts-in-
malta-127988 

https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2168451/Chief-Justice-Roberts-heads-Malta-emerges-written-AND-opinions-Obamacare.html
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2168451/Chief-Justice-Roberts-heads-Malta-emerges-written-AND-opinions-Obamacare.html
https://www.businessinsider.com/chief-justice-john-roberts-malta-photo-2012-7
https://www.businessinsider.com/chief-justice-john-roberts-malta-photo-2012-7
https://www.huffpost.com/entry/john-roberts-arrives-in-malta_n_1647506
https://www.huffpost.com/entry/john-roberts-arrives-in-malta_n_1647506
https://www.politico.com/blogs/politico44/2012/07/photo-of-the-day-roberts-in-malta-127988
https://www.politico.com/blogs/politico44/2012/07/photo-of-the-day-roberts-in-malta-127988
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Editor. (July 3, 2012). VIDEO: Roberts 'hiding out' in Malta. MSNBC. 
https://www.msnbc.com/politicsnation/watch/roberts-hiding-out-in-malta-
44416067640 
 
Mark Walsh. (October 1, 2015). John Roberts marks 10 years as chief justice by 
taking the long view. American Bar Association Journal. ("Just as he retreated to 
Japan this summer, Roberts left for the island nation of Malta soon after the NFIB 
decision."). 
https://www.abajournal.com/magazine/article/john_roberts_marks_10_years_as_c
hief_justice_by_taking_the_long_view  
 
 

 
Figure 2: J.H. (February 7, 2017). Why the pope has taken control of the Knights 
of Malta. The Economist. https://www.economist.com/the-economist-
explains/2017/02/07/why-the-pope-has-taken-control-of-the-knights-of-malta  

https://www.msnbc.com/politicsnation/watch/roberts-hiding-out-in-malta-44416067640
https://www.msnbc.com/politicsnation/watch/roberts-hiding-out-in-malta-44416067640
https://www.abajournal.com/magazine/article/john_roberts_marks_10_years_as_chief_justice_by_taking_the_long_view
https://www.abajournal.com/magazine/article/john_roberts_marks_10_years_as_chief_justice_by_taking_the_long_view
https://www.economist.com/the-economist-explains/2017/02/07/why-the-pope-has-taken-control-of-the-knights-of-malta
https://www.economist.com/the-economist-explains/2017/02/07/why-the-pope-has-taken-control-of-the-knights-of-malta
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Figure 3: Press Release. (June 23, 2016). Pope Francis Received the Grand 
Master of the Sovereign Order of Malta in Audience. Order of Malta. 
https://www.orderofmalta.int/2016/06/23/pope-francis-receives-the-grand-master-
of-the-sovereign-order-of-malta-in-audience/ 

 

https://www.orderofmalta.int/2016/06/23/pope-francis-receives-the-grand-master-of-the-sovereign-order-of-malta-in-audience/
https://www.orderofmalta.int/2016/06/23/pope-francis-receives-the-grand-master-of-the-sovereign-order-of-malta-in-audience/
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Figure 4: Queen Elizabeth in her Knights of Malta regalia. 
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Figure 5: Knights of Malta. (Accessed May 19, 2020). The Great Priory of the 
United Religious, Military and Masonic Orders of the Temple and of St. John of 
Jerusalem, Palestine, Rhodes and Malta of England and Wales and its Provinces 
Overseas. https://www.markmasonshall.org/orders/order-of-malta 

 
Figure 6: Elected government of the Sovereign Order of Malta. The Sovereign 
Council assists the Grand Master in the government of the Order of Malta. It is 
composed of the Grand Master, who presides over it, the holders of the four High 
Offices (Grand Commander, Grand Chancellor, Grand Hospitaller and Receiver 
of the Common Treasure) and six members. Knights of Malta. (Accessed May 19, 
2020). Sovereign Council. Order of Malta. 
https://www.orderofmalta.int/government/sovereign-council/  
 

https://www.markmasonshall.org/orders/order-of-malta
https://www.orderofmalta.int/government/sovereign-council/
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Figure 7: Press Release. (June 27, 2016). The Sovereign Order of Malta’s Global 
Fund for Forgotten People distributed its 2016 grants on St. Johns’s Day on June 
24th. https://www.orderofmalta.int/2016/06/27/global-fund-for-forgotten-people-
distributes-29-grants/  

 

 
Figure 8: Press Release. (March 11, 2020). Estonia and Sovereign Order of Malta 

https://www.orderofmalta.int/2016/06/27/global-fund-for-forgotten-people-distributes-29-grants/
https://www.orderofmalta.int/2016/06/27/global-fund-for-forgotten-people-distributes-29-grants/
file:///C:/Users/larunachalam/AppData/Local/Packages/Microsoft.MicrosoftEdge_8wekyb3d8bbwe/TempState/Downloads/Press Release. (June 27, 2016). The Sovereign Order of Malta’s Global Fund for Forgotten People distributed its 2016 grants on St. Johns’s Day on June 24th. https:/www.orderofmalta.int/2016/06/27/global-fund-for-forgotten-people-distributes-29-grants/
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establish diplomatic relations. Order of Malta. [Estonia was involved in helping 
create the Christopher Steele "Dirty Dossier" that was used to try and  organize a 
coup d'état against U.S. President Donald Trump]. 
https://www.orderofmalta.int/2020/03/11/estonia-sovereign-order-malta-establish-
diplomatic-relations/  

 
 

https://www.orderofmalta.int/2020/03/11/estonia-sovereign-order-malta-establish-diplomatic-relations/
https://www.orderofmalta.int/2020/03/11/estonia-sovereign-order-malta-establish-diplomatic-relations/
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Chief Justice John Roberts just recused 
himself when merely being asked about his 
membership in the Knights of Malta 

Figure 1: Meghan Keneally. (July 3, 2012). After joking about heading to Malta to escape 

criticism....Chief Justice Roberts heads to Malta as it emerges that he may have written for AND 

against opinions on Obamacare. The Daily Mail. https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-

2168451/Chief-Justice-Roberts-heads-Malta-emerges-written-AND-opinions-Obamacare.html 

How can this Court impeach Dr. Aranachalam as “frivolous or malicious” for merely raising the 
factual subject of Chief Justice Roberts’ relationship to the Knights of Malta, and all that this 
implies regarding the Pope of Rome, the British Monarch, the Inns of Court in Britain and the 
United States, SERCO and QinetiQ? 

https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2168451/Chief-Justice-Roberts-heads-Malta-emerges-written-AND-opinions-Obamacare.html
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2168451/Chief-Justice-Roberts-heads-Malta-emerges-written-AND-opinions-Obamacare.html


Inventor and holder of 11 patents,* Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam, former Director of Network Architecture 

for Sun Microsystems, has watched the U.S. courts bury her in lawfare since early 2000 to steal her 

patents (before then Silicon Valley was attempting to license from her). Something changed in 2000 

politically. The C.I.A. formed In-Q-Tel on Sep. 29, 1999. 

She has a petition before the U.S. Supreme Court now that simply asks the Court to protect her property 

Arunachalam v. Lyft, Inc. No. 19-8029 from the patent “reexamination” scam (excuse for theft of 

invention by deep pocket infringers) that Obama put in place in the euphemistically named the 

“American Invests Act” (Sep. 16, 2011). 

Dr. Arunachalam merely questioned Chief Justice Roberts’ suitability to hear lawsuits of any kind given 

what appeared to be a seditious relationship with the Knights of Malta. 

In response to this question, Roberts immediately recused himself from the question. The other justices 

then labelled Dr. Arunachalam’s question “frivolous or malicious” and then used that accusation as their 

justification to throw out her entire petition asking the court to protect her patent property rights! 

Dr. Arunachalam has just today responded with a petition for rehearing, arguing that the dismissal of 

her petition is tantamount to punishing her for daring to asking about Justice Roberts’ suitability to be 

involved in her case. 

Read her just filed rehearing petition here. 

“Frivolous” and “Malicious” have legal standards before they can be sustained. A frivolous 

lawsuit, motion, or appeal lacks any basis and is intended to harass, delay, or embarrass the 

opposition. “Malicious” means substantially certain to cause injury, being deliberately harmful 

or spiteful, without just cause or excuse.  

She had asked the court to waive the requirement that she must hire a D.C. attorney to file her 

petition—easily a $10-15,000 minimum fee. In the same request she was required to submit 

her petition in advance. She also asked if Justice Roberts was associated with the Knights of 

Malta, since such a relationship should disqualify him from considering her petition. 

Her question was triggered by new information, newspaper articles and photos that had come 

her way showing that Justice Roberts had flown to the little island of Malta after he had 

delivered his stunning and unexpected reversal on Obamacare (ruling it a tax and not 

insurance). The photo shows him arriving in a black car in front of the Knights of Malta office. 

In her motion for rehearing, Dr. Arunachalam provides a surprising level of detail about the 

Knights of Malta and its relationships to the Pope, British Monarch, Commonwealth, EU and 

NGOs. 

She also argues that her question cannot be frivolous since it triggered a recusal from Chief 

Justice Roberts, which he would have had no reason to do if it was frivolous and lacked basis. 

She agues that her question cannot be malicious since it was a legitimate factual question to 

determine a judge’s suitability, ethically, to hear a case. Such questions, if brought on by the 

https://fbcoverup.com/docs/cyberhijack/cyber-hijack-findings.html#cia-in-q-tel-formed
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Leahy%E2%80%93Smith_America_Invents_Act


judge’s own conduct, do not shield a just for legitimate inquiry since obviously, if it is 

wrongdoing, by nature might be harmful to the judge’s reputation once discovered.  

The astounding development in Justice Roberts’ recusal is an admission that he HAS a 

relationship with the Knights of Malta that triggered his recusal. 

U.S. Government officials engage in sedition when they conspire with foreign powers against 

the People of the United States. As. Dr. Arunachalam motions shows, the Knights of Malta is a 

sovereign state that reports to the Pope of Rome, and to which the British Monarch pledged 

fealty. 

These foreign entanglements by a sitting U.S. judge are seditious by nature and prohibited by 

the U.S. Constitution and common sense. 

*U.S. Pat. Nos. 8,407,318; 8,346,894; 8,271,339; 8,244,833; 8,108,492; 8,037,158; 7,930,340; 

7,340,506; 6,212,556; 5,987,500; 5,778,178 

Here are the photos included in Dr. Arunachalam’s Exhibit A. 
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Figure 2: J.H. (February 7, 2017). Why the pope has taken control of the Knights of Malta. The 
Economist. https://www.economist.com/the-economist-explains/2017/02/07/why-the-pope-
has-taken-control-of-the-knights-of-malta  
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Figure 3: Press Release. (June 23, 2016). Pope Francis Received the Grand Master of the 
Sovereign Order of Malta in Audience. Order of Malta. 
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Figure 4: Queen Elizabeth in her Knights of Malta regalia. 



 

Figure 5: Knights of Malta. (Accessed May 19, 2020). The Great Priory of the United Religious, 
Military and Masonic Orders of the Temple and of St. John of Jerusalem, Palestine, Rhodes and 
Malta of England and Wales and its Provinces Overseas. 
https://www.markmasonshall.org/orders/order-of-malta 

 

Figure 6: Elected government of the Sovereign Order of Malta. The Sovereign Council assists 
the Grand Master in the government of the Order of Malta. It is composed of the Grand Master, 
who presides over it, the holders of the four High Offices (Grand Commander, Grand 
Chancellor, Grand Hospitaller and Receiver of the Common Treasure) and six members. Knights 
of Malta. (Accessed May 19, 2020). Sovereign Council. Order of Malta. 
https://www.orderofmalta.int/government/sovereign-council/  
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Figure 7: Press Release. (June 27, 2016). The Sovereign Order of Malta’s Global Fund for 
Forgotten People distributed its 2016 grants on St. Johns’s Day on June 24th. 
https://www.orderofmalta.int/2016/06/27/global-fund-for-forgotten-people-distributes-29-
grants/  

 

 

Figure 8: Press Release. (March 11, 2020). Estonia and Sovereign Order of Malta establish 
diplomatic relations. Order of Malta. [Estonia was involved in helping create the Christopher 
Steele "Dirty Dossier" that was used to try and  organize a coup d'état against U.S. President 

https://www.orderofmalta.int/2016/06/27/global-fund-for-forgotten-people-distributes-29-grants/
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Press Release. (June 27, 2016). The Sovereign Order of Malta’s Global Fund for Forgotten People distributed its 2016 grants on St. Johns’s Day on June 24th. https:/www.orderofmalta.int/2016/06/27/global-fund-for-forgotten-people-distributes-29-grants/


Donald Trump]. https://www.orderofmalta.int/2020/03/11/estonia-sovereign-order-malta-
establish-diplomatic-relations/ 
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RULE 29.6 STATEMENT 

The Rule 29.6 disclosure statement included in the petition for a writ of 
certiorari remains accurate. 
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PETITION FOR REHEARING 

Petitioner Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam, a woman, ("Dr. Arunachalam") 
respectfully requests rehearing of the Court's Order dated May 18, 2020, dismissing 
her Petition for Writ of Certiorari, denying her IFP Motion, misapplying Rule 39.8, 
dubbing her "frivolous or malicious," cruelly punishing her for the Court's own 
misconduct. 

In striving to protect her patent property rights, information came to Dr. 
Arunachalam that Chief Justice Roberts maintains an impermissible conflict of 
interest relationship with a foreign power-The Sovereign Military Order of Malta 
(SMOM), officially the Sovereign Military Hospitaller Order of Saint John of 
Jerusalem, of Rhodes and of Malta, commonly known as the Order of Malta or 
Knights of Malta. 

The Knights of Malta is a sovereign power, answers to the Pope of Rome1 

whose annual budget is $1.5 billion, funded by European governments, the United 
Nations, the European Union, foundations and public donors. The Knights of Malta 
cannot take vows that conflict with the Catholic Church. 2 On 3/1112020, they 
established formal diplomatic relationship with Estonia, whose government is 
involved in the Spy Gate scandal and the fabrication of the spurious Steele "Dirty 
Dossier." See Figure, Appendix lA. 

The . British Monarch is a member of the Knights of Malta. The last 
Grandmasters of the Order of Malta came from Britain. Former-Grandmaster 
Andrew Willougby Ninian Bertie was Queen Elizabeth H's cousin and originated 
his position within the Grand Priory of England. 3 The British arm of the Order of 
Malta controlling St John's Wood is known as the Grand Priory of England. This 

1 J.H. (February 7, 2017). Why the pope has taken control of the Knights of Malta. The Economist. 
https://www. econ om ist.com/the-econom ist-expl a ins/2017 /02/07 /why-the-pope-has-ta ken­
control-of-the-kn ights-of-ma lta 
2 "Pope's Private Letter Reveals Early Involvement in Power Struggle," Jan. 30, 2019. WikiLeaks. 
"To the Venerable Brother Cardinal RAYMOND LEO BURKE Patron of the Sovereign Order of 
Malta, From the Vatican, Dec. 01, 2016. ('In the letter, Pope Francis states: "In particular, 
members of the Order must avoid secular and frivolous (sic) behavior, such as membership to 
associations, movements and organisations which are contrary to the Catholic faith and/or of a 
relativist nature."'). https://wikileaks.org/popeorders/document/Attachment 1/page-
4/#pagination 
3 Knights of Malta. (Accessed May 19, 2020). The Great Priory of the United Religious, Military 
and Masonic Orders of the Temple and of St. John of Jerusalem, Palestine, Rhodes and Malta of 
England and Wales and its Provinces Overseas. https://www.markmasonshall.org/orders/order­
of-malta 

https://www.economist.com/the-economist-explains/2017/02/Q7/whv-the-pope-has-taken-
https://wikileaks.org/popeorders/document/Attachment_1/paee-4/%23pagination
https://wikileaks.org/popeorders/document/Attachment_1/paee-4/%23pagination
https://www.markmasonshall.org/orders/order-


location was once also a Knights Templar headquarters in Britain-the current site 
of the Inns of Court from which even American courts take instruction. 

The Order of Malta owned Londinium (TheCityofLondon UK, which 
presents its name without spaces between the words.) TheCityofLondon UK was 
eventually rented out by the Order of Malta as their headquarters: The Jesuits took 
over Londinium in 1825, aided by the Rothschild banking family and perennial 
advisors to the Federal Reserve and Bank of England. 

Dr. Arunachalam should not be punished by this Court because Chief 
Justice John G. Roberts, Jr.'s partiality is in question by this Knights of Malta 
conflict of interest. 

I. TIDS COURT PROFOUNDLY FAILS TO PROTECT 
PATENT HOLDERS IN VIOLATION OF THE 
CONSTITUTION - BROKE THE LAW, AVOIDED 
ENFORCING ITS OWN LAW, ITS OWN GOVERNING 
PRECEDENTS4 - THE SUPREME LAW OF THE LAND. 

In dismissing Dr. Arunachalam's petition, this Court fails to correct a 
systemic injustice being foisted upon American inventors by the unconstitutional 
practice of allowing the U.S. Patent & Trademark Office-itself now run by foreign 
powers - SERCO and QinetiQ, to rescind patent contracts already awarded. 

Both SERCO and QinetiQ5 are controlled by a "Special Share" held by the 
British Monarch that gives it total control over these companies, including their 
subsidiaries in the United States. SERCO's contracts to manage the U.S. Patent 
Office are available on the General Services Agency website. 6 

A patent grant is a contract and cannot be rescinded once awarded 

Chief Justice Marshall is crystal clear on fundamental property rights -· a 
patent grant is a contract and cannot be rescinded once awarded - the 
Supreme Law of the Land. Dr. Arunachalam's Petition asks this Court to enforce 
the law, its own law, that EVERY lower court in Dr. Arunachalam's cases 

4 Fletcher v. Peck, 10 U.S. 87 (1810); Trustees of Dartmouth College v. Woodward, 17 U.S. 518 
(1819); Ogden v. Saunders, 25 U.S. 213 (1827); Grant v. Raymond, 31 U.S. 218 (1832); U.S. v. 
American Bell Telephone Company, 167 U.S. 224 (1897); 
5 Qinetiq Group Pie, Co. No. 4586941. (Jun. 03, 2003. Resolutions at General Meeting, p. 29. 
Companies House. ("15. SPECIAL SHARE, 15.1 Special Shareholder, The Special Share may only be 
issued to, held by and transferred to the Crown (or as it directs)."). 
6 Press Release. (Nov. 150, 2018). Serco Processes 4 Millionth Patent Application for U.S. Patent 
and Trademark Office. SERCO. 
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systematically failed to enforce. 

The matter in this Petition addresses one of the most fundamental property 
rights-the right to hold patents without fear of government intrusion and 
confiscation. 

By dismissing this Petition, this Court is evidently attempting to bully Dr. 
Arunachalam into silence to avoid enforcing Fletcher, promoting theft. 

By 8 Justices failing to address Chief Justice Roberts' evident conflicts of 
interest by his membership in the Knights of Malta sets a horrible precedent that 
judges may maintain conflicts of interest in any court. 

II. JUSTICE ROBERT'S RECUSAL IS AN ADMISSION THAT HE 
HAS A CONFLICT OF INTEREST WITH THE KNIGHTS OF 
MALTA 

Dr. Arunachalam's mere question about Chief Justice Roberts' relationship 
with the Knights of Malta triggered him to recuse. He admitted to the fact that he 
"engaged in conflict of interest against inventors as a member of the Knights of 
Malta with fealty to the Queen of England who controls SERCO and QinetiQ Group 
Plc, both British companies, in services that prejudice the inventor's patent 
properties." 

Six Supreme Court Justices Kagan, Sotomayor, Thomas, Ginsburg, Breyer 
and Alito, recused from her Case No. 18-9383. 

In light of these Supreme Court recusals in Dr. Arunachalam' s cases, the 
Order that Dr. Arunachalam's Petition is "frivolous or malicious" is an evident 
dereliction of duty by this Court to protect her property rights with an accusation 
against her, which is itself unfounded and therefore itself frivolous on its face. 

III. SEVEN JUSTICES RECUSED FROM DR. ARUNACHALAM'S 
CASES OF THEIR OWN VOLITION. 

Dr. Arunachalam's cases are all one single continuum of judicial 
misfeasance, malfeasance, non-feasance, and treasonous breach of their solemn 
oaths of office in not enforcing the Supreme Law of the Land. 

It is a fundamental property rights issue embedded in the U.S. Constitution. 
A patent property is a natural right to one's intellectual property granted by 
contract; which once agreed, cannot be revoked, at least without due compensation. 

3 



U.S. Constitution, Article I, Section 8, Clause 8 - Patent and 
Copyright Clause of the Constitution. [The Congress shall have 
power] "To promote the progress of science and useful arts, by 
securing for limited times to authors and inventors the exclusive 
right to their respective writings and discoveries." 

It is not Dr. Arunachalam's fault that Chief Justice Roberts "engaged in 
conflict of interest against inventors as a member of the Knights of Malta ... " 

Nor is it her fault that seven Justices breached their solemn oath of office 
and lost jurisdiction because they failed to enforce Fletcher, Dartmouth College -
the Supreme Law of the Land in her cases. 

Indeed, Dr. Arunachalam is being punished under the color of law by this 
Court that is evidently attempting to sweep the issues under the rug, hoping Dr. 
Arunachalam will remain gagged. 

IV. DR. ARUNACHALAM IS A SENIOR FEMALE INVENTOR WHO 
IS BEING DENIED ACCESS TO TIDS COURT BY DENYING HER 
IFPMOTION. 

COURT'SORDERISERRONEOUSANDFRAUDULENT,CRUEL 
AND UNUSUAL PUNISHMENT, VIOLATING THE 8th 
AMENDMENT, IN RETALIATION FOR DR. ARUNACHALAM 
PUTTING THEM ON NOTICE OF A FACT ADMITTED BY CIDEF 
JUSTICE ROBERTS, OF ms OWN MISCONDUCT, FOR WHICH 
SHE IS NOW BEING FALSELY DUBBED AS "FRIVOLOUS OR 
MALICIOUS," JUST BECAUSE THE COURT FINDS FACTS 
PRESENTED BY DR. ARUNACHALAM INCONVENIENT OR 
EMBARRASING. 

The remaining eight Justices-out of which six more had already recused 
from Dr. Arunachalam's cases and cannot rule- ruled in this case that she was 
"frivolous or malicious" per Rule 39.8, thus making it expensive, hazardous and 
burdensome for her to have access to the courts-all in violation of the 
Constitution. See ALP Vol XII, Sec. 141. 

How could this Court speak from both sides of its mouth? Chief Justice 
Roberts himself admitted (which is not a frivolous admission, thus giving validity 
to Dr. Arunachalam's assertion) to the fact he "engaged in conflict of interest 
against inventors as a member of the Knights of Malta. : . ", and then the Court 
speaking from the other side of its mouth that she is ''frivolous or malicious. " 
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It is an undisputed fact that the Court lost its jurisdiction in repeatedly 
avoiding the enforcement of its own Governing Precedents - the Supreme Law of 
the Land, delineated in Fletcher and Dartmouth College. How can the Judiciary 
committing treason by breaking their solemn oaths of office dub my repeated 
notices to the Judiciary ''frivolous or malicious"? 

If Dr. Arunachalam's Petition was frivolous, then Chief Justice Roberts 
had no basis to recuse. 

If Dr. Arunachalam's Petition was malicious, then the facts she raises 
would have to be false, which his recusal shows they are not. 

How can the Justices call Dr. Arunachalam's Petition "frivolous and 
malicious" when Chief Justice Roberts recused himself as a result of it? In other 
words, if it was frivolous, then Justice Roberts had no reason to recuse. 

As to malice, Dr. Arunachalam does not take issue with Justice Roberts 
personally, only with his conduct on the bench. Justices are duty bound to avoid 
even the appearance of a conflict of interest. Since his membership in the Knights 
of Malta is confirmed, then Dr. Arunachalam bringing up this fact and asking for 
an ethics ruling cannot be malicious. 

V. THIS COURT DOES NOT HA VE CLEAN HANDS IN THIS 
RETALIATORY DISMISSAL OF DR. ARUNACHALAM'S 
PETITION 

Dr. Arunachalam came to this Court with clean hands. And yet this Court 
is impeaching her credibility because of its evident misconduct. 

That this Court failed to enforce the law is judicial malfeasance, 
misfeasance and nonfeasance. 

This Court's failure to address Chief Justice Robert's evident conflict of 
interest with the Knights of Malta, and all that this implies regarding the Pope of 
Rome, the British Monarch, the Inns of Court in Britain and the United States, 
SERCO and QinetiQ is palpable. 

This Court's response to call Dr. Arunachalam's assertions of fact regarding 
this conflict of interest as ''frivolous or malicious" speaks to the complicity of the 
other Justices. 

To then dismiss Dr. Arunachalam's Petition for Writ of Certiorari is evident 
5 



retaliatory, cruel and unusual punishment in violation of the gth Amendment-for 
Dr. Arunachalam putting them on notice that the Justices failed to enforce the Law 
of the Land and this Court's Governing Precedents - the Supreme Law of the 
Land, Fletcher, Dartmouth College and breached their solemn oaths of office and 
lost their jurisdiction. 

VI. INTERVENING LAW: VIRNETX REVERSED AND REMANDED 
ON 5/13/20, WHICH COURTS FAILED TO APPLY TO DR. 
ARUNACHALAM'S CASES 

On 5/13/2020, the Federal Circuit reversed and remanded in VirnetX 
because the PT AB Administrative Patent Judges were unconstitutionally 
appointed, and yet discriminately failed to apply it to USPTO reexams and 
IPR/CBM reviews of Dr. Arunachalam's patents. 

The Federal Circuit discriminately failed to reverse its Erroneous and 
Fraudulent and Void Orders in her cases even though the District Courts and the 
PT AB failed to consider "the entirety of the record" - Patent Prosecution History 
- requiring reversal of those Orders pursuant to the Federal Circuit's own Aqua 
Products, Inc. v. Mata/ ruling of October, 2017. 

VII. THIS CASE SUPERCEDES MARBURYV. MADISONTHAT THREE 
DEPARTMENTS HA VE ACTED AS ONE TO STEAL DR. 
ARUNACHALAM'S PATENTS AND UNJUSTLY ENRICH 
CORPORATE INFRINGERS BY TRILLIONS OF DOLLARS. 

This. Court dismissed this case, even though it supercedes Marbury v. 
Madison in constitutional significance that three Departments have all been acting 
as one, to steal patents of Dr. Arunachalam's significant inventions which have 
enabled the nation to work remotely during the COVID-19 Pandemic. 

There is no question here that the Court has a solemn oath duty to enforce 
the law - the Supreme Law of the Land. 

How can this Court impeach Dr. Arunachalam as "frivolous or malicious" 
for this Court's own misconduct in not enforcing the Law of the Land-Fletcher, 
Dartmouth College, that govern patent law. 

How can this Court impeach Dr. Arunachalam as "frivolous or malicious" 
for merely raising the fact of Chief Justice Roberts' relationships to the Knights of 
Malta, and all that this implies regarding the Pope of Rome, the British Monarch, 
the Inns of Court in Britain and the United States, SER CO and QinetiQ? 

6· 



Figure 1: Meghan Keneally. (July 3, 2012). After joking about heading to Malta 
to escape criticism .... Chief Justice Roberts heads to Malta as it emerges that he 
may have written for AND against opinions on Obamacare. The Daily Mail. 
https://www.dailvmail.co. uk/news/article-21684 51 /Chief-Justice-Roberts-heads­
Malta-emerges-written-AND-opinions-Obamacare.html 

See also Appendix lA for substantial corroborating evidence, which further 
renders Dr. Arunachalam non-frivolous and non-malicious. 

VIII. J. MARSHALL DECLARED: 
"THE LAW OF TIDS CASE IS THE LAW OF ALL." 

William E. Simonds, the U.S. Patent Office Commissioner from 1891 to 
1892, wrote in the Manual of Patent Law (1874): 

"A Patent is a Contract between the inventor and the Government 
representing the public at large." 

Chief Justice J. Marshall declared: 
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"It can require no argument to prove that the circumstances of this 
case constitute a contract." 

J. Marshall declared in Dartmouth College v. Woodward (1819) that: 

"Surely, in this transaction, every ingredient of a complete and 
legitimate contract is to be found. The points for consideration are, 
1. Is this contract protected by the Constitution of the United States? 
2. Is it impaired by the acts" of this Court? 

Are Petitioner's patent property rights being impaired by this Court? The 
answer is "yes" to both questions. 

Like J. Marshall stated in Dartmouth, 

"Circumstances have not changed it. In reason, injustice, and in law, 
it is now what was in 1769 ... The law of this case is the law of 
all ... The opinion of the Court, after mature deliberation, is that this 
is a contract the obligation of which cannot be impaired without 
violating the Constitution of the United States ... It results from this 
opinion that the acts of' (emphasis added) the Judiciary "are 
repugnant to the Constitution of the United States, and that the 
judgment on this special verdict ought to have been for the 
Petitioner." 

If a doubt could exist that a grant is a contract, the point was decided in 
Fletcher. If, then, a grant be a contract within the meaning of the Constitution 
of the United States, J. Marshall stated: "these principles and authorities prove 
incontrovertibly that" a patent grant "is a contract." J. Marshall declared that 
any acts and Orders by the Judiciary that impair the obligation of the patent grant 
contract within the meaning of the Constitution of the United States "are 
consequently unconstitutional and void." 

This Court's and lower court Orders violate the U.S. Constitution and 
constitute treason. J. Marshall declared in Fletcher: 

'Crime by the Adjudicators' 

"It would be strange if a contract to convey was secured by the 
Constitution, while an absolute conveyance remained 
unprotected ... This rescinding act" ''would have the effect of an ex 
post facto law. It forfeits the estate of' Petitioner "for a crime not 

8 



committed by" Petitioner, but by the Adjudicators by their Orders 
which "unconstitutionally impaired" the patent grant contract with 
Petitioner, which, "as in a conveyance of land, the court found a 
contract that the grant should not be revoked." 

IX. PETITIONER'S PATENTED INVENTIONS ARE MISSION­
CRITICAL TO U.S. GOVERNMENT'S OPERATIONS, ENABLING 
THE NATION TO OPERATE REMOTELY DURING COVID-19 
AND ENABLE NATIONAL SECURITY. 

Corporate lnfringers stole Petitioner's patents and distributed its use to 
everyone including the U.S. Government, realizing unjust enrichments in the 
trillions of dollars. Petitioner is the inventor of "The Internet of Things (IoT)"­
"Web Applications Displayed on a Web browser." The Judiciary deprived 
Petitioner of the payment for each Web transaction/per Web application in use, 
which it allowed Corporate America to steal. 

Petitioner's patented inventions are in ubiquitous use worldwide, allowing 
Microsoft, IBM, SAP. JPMorgan Chase & Co. and the U.S. Government to make 
$trillions, including investors with stock in the above Corporatio1:1s, like Judge 
Richard G. Andrews, PT AB Judges McNamara, Stephen C. Siu who refused to 
recuse. 

This Court's 5/18/20 Order is in violation of the U.S. Constitution and 
inconsistent with the "faithful execution of the solemn promise made by the United 
States" with the Petitioner/inventor. 

The U.S. Supreme Court stated: "No ... judicial officer can war against the 
Constitution without violating his undertaking to support it." Cooper v. Aaron, 358 
U.S. 1, 78 S. Ct. 1401 (1958). "If a judge does not fully comply with the 
Constitution, then his orders are void, s/he is without jurisdiction, and s/he has 
engaged in an act or acts of treason." 

CONCLUSION: The fact of the matter - the State of the Union - is: there 
is no middle ground. The Court is not fooling anyone. The three Branches of 
Government concertedly share a common objective - to remain silent as fraud, 
willfully and wantonly avoiding enforcing Fletcher and this Court's Governing 
Precedents. Why has the Judiciary not enforced Fletcher and this Court's 
Governing Precedents? They know why - because enforcing Fletcher exposes the 
entire Patent System, operating as a criminal enterprise, defrauding the public. 
What is the point of this Court's Fletcher Precedent, if this Court has never enforced 
it? 
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Dr. Arunachalam has been forced to state the obvious. The Court does not 
like it. So the Court dismissed the Case and denied Petitioner her IFP Motion for 
false reasons, misapplying Rule 39.8, impeaching her as "frivolous or malicious" 
while Chief Justice Roberts admitted by his recusal that the facts and the law are 
on Petitioner's side. 

The Court should grant rehearing, void its 5/18/20 Order and grant 
the Petition for Writ of Certiorari. A Certificate of Service is attached here 
below. 

Respectfu~ly submitted, 

Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam, a woman 
Self-Represented Petitioner 
222 Stanford A venue, 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 
(650) 690-0995 
(650) 854-3393 (Fax) 
laks22002@yahoo.com 

Self-Represented Petitioner 
Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam, a woman 
May20, 2020 

10 

mailto:laks22002@yahoo.com


CERTIFICATE OF COUNSEL/SELF-REPRESENTED PETITIONER 

I, Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam, a woman, self-represented petitioner, certify that as 
per the Court rules, this document contains 2998 words only, as counted by the tool 
available in Microsoft WORD, and is well within the 3000 word limit. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam, a woman, 
Self-Represented Petitioner 
222 Stanford A venue, 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 
(650) 690-0995 
(650) 854-3393 (Fax) 
laks22002@yahoo.com 

Self-Represented Petitioner 
Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam, a woman 
May 20, 2020 
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RULE 44 CERTIFICATE 

I, Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam, a woman, self-represented petitioner, 
pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, declare under penalty of perjury that the 
following is true and correct: 

1. This petition for rehearing is presented in good faith and not for delay. 

2. The grounds of this petition are limited to intervening circumstances 
of a substantial or controlling effect or to other substantial grounds not 
previously presented. 

Signature 

Executed on May 20, 2020 
Date 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that on May 20, 2020,1 filed an original of the foregoing “PETITION 
FOR REHEARING,” Appendices, Certificate of Counsel/ Self-Represented 
Petitioner of the number of words, Rule 44 Certificate and Verification and IFP 
Motion for FEE WAIVER with the Clerk of the Court in the Supreme Court of 
the United States, by Express Priority Mail via the U.S. Postal Service for 
overnight delivery to:
Clerk of Court,
Supreme Court of the United States,
1 First Street, NE 
Washington, DC 20543

and I certify that I served a copy on counsel of record for Respondent, Lyft, Inc., 
via email and by Priority Mail via the U.S. Postal Service for overnight delivery 
at the following addresses:

Lyft, Incorporated 
Kristin Sverchek
General Counsel at Lyft, Inc.,
185 Berry Street, Ste 5000
San Francisco, CA 94107
844. 250.2773; 415-230-2905 xll27
kristin@lvft.com
Attorney for Lyft, Inc.;

May 20,2020 Respectfully submitted,

Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam, a woman, 
222 Stanford Ave,
Menlo Park, CA 94025 
650 690 0995; 
laks22002@yahoo.com

Self-Represented Petitioner 
Dr. Lakshmi Arunachalam, a woman
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Figure 1: Meghan Keneally. (July 3, 2012). After joking about heading to Malta 

to escape criticism....Chief Justice Roberts heads to Malta as it emerges that he 

may have written for AND against opinions on Obamacare. The Daily Mail. 

https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2168451/Chief-Justice-Roberts-heads-

Malta-emerges-written-AND-opinions-Obamacare.html 

 

 See also: 

 

Grace Wyler. (July 3, 2012). PHOTO: Chief Justice John Roberts Has Escaped 

To Malta. Business Insider. https://www.businessinsider.com/chief-justice-john-

roberts-malta-photo-2012-7 

 

Melissa Jeltsen. (July 3, 2012). John Roberts Arrives In Malta (PHOTOS). 

HuffPost. https://www.huffpost.com/entry/john-roberts-arrives-in-

malta_n_1647506 

 

Byron Tau. (July 3, 2012). Photo of the day: Roberts in Malta. Politico. 

https://www.politico.com/blogs/politico44/2012/07/photo-of-the-day-roberts-in-

malta-127988 

https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2168451/Chief-Justice-Roberts-heads-Malta-emerges-written-AND-opinions-Obamacare.html
https://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2168451/Chief-Justice-Roberts-heads-Malta-emerges-written-AND-opinions-Obamacare.html
https://www.businessinsider.com/chief-justice-john-roberts-malta-photo-2012-7
https://www.businessinsider.com/chief-justice-john-roberts-malta-photo-2012-7
https://www.huffpost.com/entry/john-roberts-arrives-in-malta_n_1647506
https://www.huffpost.com/entry/john-roberts-arrives-in-malta_n_1647506
https://www.politico.com/blogs/politico44/2012/07/photo-of-the-day-roberts-in-malta-127988
https://www.politico.com/blogs/politico44/2012/07/photo-of-the-day-roberts-in-malta-127988
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Editor. (July 3, 2012). VIDEO: Roberts 'hiding out' in Malta. MSNBC. 

https://www.msnbc.com/politicsnation/watch/roberts-hiding-out-in-malta-

44416067640 

 

Mark Walsh. (October 1, 2015). John Roberts marks 10 years as chief justice by 

taking the long view. American Bar Association Journal. ("Just as he retreated to 

Japan this summer, Roberts left for the island nation of Malta soon after the NFIB 

decision."). 

https://www.abajournal.com/magazine/article/john_roberts_marks_10_years_as_c

hief_justice_by_taking_the_long_view  
 

 

 
Figure 2: J.H. (February 7, 2017). Why the pope has taken control of the Knights 

of Malta. The Economist. https://www.economist.com/the-economist-

explains/2017/02/07/why-the-pope-has-taken-control-of-the-knights-of-malta  

https://www.msnbc.com/politicsnation/watch/roberts-hiding-out-in-malta-44416067640
https://www.msnbc.com/politicsnation/watch/roberts-hiding-out-in-malta-44416067640
https://www.abajournal.com/magazine/article/john_roberts_marks_10_years_as_chief_justice_by_taking_the_long_view
https://www.abajournal.com/magazine/article/john_roberts_marks_10_years_as_chief_justice_by_taking_the_long_view
https://www.economist.com/the-economist-explains/2017/02/07/why-the-pope-has-taken-control-of-the-knights-of-malta
https://www.economist.com/the-economist-explains/2017/02/07/why-the-pope-has-taken-control-of-the-knights-of-malta


 

16 

 

 

 
Figure 3: Press Release. (June 23, 2016). Pope Francis Received the Grand 

Master of the Sovereign Order of Malta in Audience. Order of Malta. 

https://www.orderofmalta.int/2016/06/23/pope-francis-receives-the-grand-master-

of-the-sovereign-order-of-malta-in-audience/ 

 

https://www.orderofmalta.int/2016/06/23/pope-francis-receives-the-grand-master-of-the-sovereign-order-of-malta-in-audience/
https://www.orderofmalta.int/2016/06/23/pope-francis-receives-the-grand-master-of-the-sovereign-order-of-malta-in-audience/
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Figure 4: Queen Elizabeth in her Knights of Malta regalia. 
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Figure 5: Knights of Malta. (Accessed May 19, 2020). The Great Priory of the 

United Religious, Military and Masonic Orders of the Temple and of St. John of 

Jerusalem, Palestine, Rhodes and Malta of England and Wales and its Provinces 

Overseas. https://www.markmasonshall.org/orders/order-of-malta 

 
Figure 6: Elected government of the Sovereign Order of Malta. The Sovereign 

Council assists the Grand Master in the government of the Order of Malta. It is 

composed of the Grand Master, who presides over it, the holders of the four High 

Offices (Grand Commander, Grand Chancellor, Grand Hospitaller and Receiver 

of the Common Treasure) and six members. Knights of Malta. (Accessed May 19, 

2020). Sovereign Council. Order of Malta. 

https://www.orderofmalta.int/government/sovereign-council/  

 

https://www.markmasonshall.org/orders/order-of-malta
https://www.orderofmalta.int/government/sovereign-council/
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Figure 7: Press Release. (June 27, 2016). The Sovereign Order of Malta’s Global 

Fund for Forgotten People distributed its 2016 grants on St. Johns’s Day on June 

24th. https://www.orderofmalta.int/2016/06/27/global-fund-for-forgotten-people-

distributes-29-grants/  

 

 
Figure 8: Press Release. (March 11, 2020). Estonia and Sovereign Order of Malta 

https://www.orderofmalta.int/2016/06/27/global-fund-for-forgotten-people-distributes-29-grants/
https://www.orderofmalta.int/2016/06/27/global-fund-for-forgotten-people-distributes-29-grants/
file:///C:/Users/larunachalam/AppData/Local/Packages/Microsoft.MicrosoftEdge_8wekyb3d8bbwe/TempState/Downloads/Press Release. (June 27, 2016). The Sovereign Order of Malta’s Global Fund for Forgotten People distributed its 2016 grants on St. Johns’s Day on June 24th. https:/www.orderofmalta.int/2016/06/27/global-fund-for-forgotten-people-distributes-29-grants/
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establish diplomatic relations. Order of Malta. [Estonia was involved in helping 

create the Christopher Steele "Dirty Dossier" that was used to try and  organize a 

coup d'état against U.S. President Donald Trump]. 

https://www.orderofmalta.int/2020/03/11/estonia-sovereign-order-malta-establish-

diplomatic-relations/  

 

 

https://www.orderofmalta.int/2020/03/11/estonia-sovereign-order-malta-establish-diplomatic-relations/
https://www.orderofmalta.int/2020/03/11/estonia-sovereign-order-malta-establish-diplomatic-relations/


App. 9A

Rectangle



App. 10A



App. 11A



App. 12A



App. 13A



App. 14A



App. 15A



App. 16A



App. 17A



App. 18A



App. 19A



App. 20A



App. 21A



App. 22A



App. 23A



App. 24A








