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) QUESTION(S) PRESENTED '
@ THE STATE COURBIID NOT ALLOW TO PROVE THAT ALLEGED

@c RRGES ARE MOT CRIMES (SEE ATTACHVENT 2, (SEE Phaes. oY)
THE. COURT OF APPEAL REFUSED TO ADD '
ATTACHMENT 1) AND RULINGS OF c\\s\LRgoSSR«\;ST%\‘:.‘? ,&\{L\Nﬁ (SEE
CHARGES ARE NOT CRIMES, NO COURT SHOU LD eV iy
ULING. OTHERWISE, 1 gronmme—uy EVEN

\'\R??_E,QEQ IN THIS CASE,

@ PETITIONER SINGH WAS CHARGE:

PROGES OF SERULCE WITH THE @11 courr oh e R LING FALSE

CODE SECTION 115 (*pe ™), SU<'€\VIL_ COURT UNDER cALIFORNIA PENAL

H CHARGES AFFECT ACCESS TO COURTS.

! CAN“DE ¢ ﬂ
n DD%Z%%@ LIKE ALLEGED CHARGES ARE NOT CRIMEQ'BE  §
| FOR NoN- cmmﬁég&gpcﬂse? SINGH SHOULD NOT REMAIN CONNICTED J

ON PALSE AND FABRICATED TESTIMONY,

HUBBARD V. UNTTED STATES

e e R s

=S (1495) 514 US €95
CHARGES ARE NOT CRIMES, e

e e o e e e
S e e Y T




LIST OF PARTIES

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

[ 1 All parties do not appear in the capﬁion 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:

RELATED CASES

ALL. RELATED CASES RRE DISCUSSED N ATTACHMENT 1, THE STATE
COURTS REFUSED TO ADDRESS THE CR\T\CAL \$SUES STATING THAT
THEY WERE RAISED N FIRST APPERL (See PRaE @ (), THESE
1SSUBS INCLUDE THAT RLLEGED CHARGES ARE NOT cRIMES (SBE
ATTACHMENT 1), CONVICTION FOR NON-CRIME 12 VOID AND CAN BE
SET ASIDE ANYTIME \N ANY PROCEEDING,(PEOPLE v, VASILY AN
(oo V14 A4 k3D, SINGH RRISED THESE CRITICAL \SLUES tN
EVERz\ PROCEEDING, THE COURTS STILL REPUSED To ADDRESS
THEM, | |

o = e
-

STATED, THAT THE COURTS ESTABLISHED 3TUDIIAL FUNCTION
= TiN@ FALSE DOCUMENTS WITH THE COURTS. OTHER AUTHORITIES

B
s e

X N AT TACHMENT 1.
Re Ss;{\lﬂgﬁpu}xg ¢ONVICTED pOR OFFERING FOR FILING FALSE

PROOFS OF SERVICE wITH THE UVIL &fotf[{% EQTTHGHMENTi :
SHOWS A LOT OF DEFENSES AND AUT  ISE EXCET
“TH\S CASE HAS NO RELATED CASES O THER\ 3
RELATED CNIL-CRSES TN WHICH RLLEGED PRODRS OF

RELKTED CNULCh
, ->2F F\LED,. BUT, THEY DONOT DEAL WITH PENAL
SERVICE WERE ' CODE..
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AT ™ - ' 9»‘86%

TACHMENT 1-{THE COURT OF APPBAL GRANTED S\NGHS| 1o
ARRENBEXCA MOTION FOR & NEW BEVIDENCE SHOWING

SINGHS CONNICTION FOR FALSE, FABRICAT

- AND NON-CRIME EHARGES BASED ON FALSE
ARRENDI-B- | AND FABRICATED TESTIMONY OF MR.HOBBS |

EXHIBYT A—Kov\mcm OF FIRST APPEAL SHOWING jé"*{g%

WRONGFUL CONNICTION BR3ED ON
FALSE AND FABRCATED TESTIVONY N
: -- PRGES

APPENDID EXRBIT B‘YﬁDGMENT WS AGAINST RAWAT NOT 6%

ARRENBIX-C-

PGAINST SINGH. THIS SHOWS THAT
PROSECUTOR’S WITNESS, MR. HOBBS HAD

APPENDHE FALSE AND FABRICATED TESTIMoN,

_— -PRaG
EXRBTC—TIIE COURT’S RULING THAT ALLEGED | @& 1’0%
APPENDIX-F— CHARGES ARE NOT CRIMES

CINAL OPINION SHOWING ThAY THE cou&*rsT éﬂw
RECUZED TO ADDRESS (T OWN RULING

(SEE PTTACHMENT 1) RND SINGI'S DEFENSES
INCLUDING THAT ALLEGED CHARGES ARE

NOT CRIMES, (SEE PRGESED)TO ).

THS RESULTS N GROSS \NWIVST\CE
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IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI

Petitioner respe‘ctfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review the judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

The opinion of the United States court of appeals appears at Appendix

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 United States district court appears at Appendix
the petition and is

[ ] reported at : ; Or,

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

[ ] is unpublished.

X For cases from state courts:

A he o m10n of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
ATT : to the petition and is AT TACH MENT ‘1_
[ ] reported at ; Or,

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

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

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

—PR4e T—




JURISDICTION

[ 1 For cases from federal courts:

The date on which the United States Court of Appeals decided my case
- was :

[ 1 No petition for rehearing was timely filed in my case.

[ 1 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 extensionvof 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. § 1254(1).

D For cases from state courts:

The date on which the highest state court decided my case was \/lo‘l 24
: ¢ that desis; ! R v
STATE SUPREME COURT CASE NO, 5782993, WE DD NOT RECEIVE(T

[ 1 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 invbked under 28 U. S. C. §1257(a).

AS WE DIP NOT RECEIVE IT, WE CANE NOT ATTACH 1T, BUT, IT
13 AVAILABLE ONLINE., |

— PAGE W —



CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED '
\ ’ R — e — e —
BSINGH'S CoNSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY RIGHTS ARE GROSSLY
%wk\gg@ BECAUSE THE COURTS REFUSED TO APDRESS HIS DEFENSES.
RESSE

TN £SE DEFENSES IN EVERY PROCEEDING, STILL, THE
COURTS REFUSED TO ADDRESS THEM. OCCURES
WHEN ACCUSED Ts. - ———
O‘F nggGH WAS CONVICT
o VICE WiTH THE ¢ £C115. ATTACHMENT 1 SHOWS
éﬂﬂg THE COURT OF APPEAL D %&\aﬂ’s MOTION £OR NEW
=\DENCEG FOR THE FOLLOWING: -

(PAGES®M To .
E COURTS REPEATEDLY RULED THA =D

LLEGED C
%Dls%. CONVICTION FOR NON-CRIME |3 JO(D RN%SQ%E
\E\s ET ASIDE ANYTIME |N ANY PROCEEDING (PEOPLE v,
UNALIAN (2009) 174 CAYTI LU IN RE HARRIS (1992)5¢, 4THB3),
. ——CTION 15 FOR FALSE, EABRICATED AND

N

) T RORVC => LIMONY OF
N ACT OF PROCESS SERNER) AND
PROCESS SERVER UGNED THE PROOES OF SERVICE . THUS, SINGH IS
AWRONG $&5$7F3KP%EGED CHARGES. PURSUANT “To EVIDENCE
. g OF SERVIC ‘
SERVICE" BUT, A | ; o7 BE A INSTROME,

PRESUMPT(ON, CAN NO AN INST

PL\S. THUS, ALLEGED CHARGES ARE NOW-S C%\%MES, THER USMT%“\‘FE FA%\)
FEDERAL SUPREME ALSO STATED TWAT RLVEGED CHAREES ARE
NOT CRIMES. ALLEAED CHARGES AFFECT ACCESS Tpon e
THE COURTS SHOULD PROTELT ACCESS TO COURTS, Thycd R F

CHARGES SHOULD NOT BE A CRIME FOR THIS REA SD@%%BLLEGED
OTHER REASONS!

STILL, THE COURT OF APPEAL REFUSED T0 ADDRESS CRITICAL
133UE3 OF TH\S CASE AND SINGHS

T(ON FOR NEW EVIDENCES!
(SEE AT TRCHMENT 2, PRGES @Y 70 éw), TS \TSELFR 18 A GROUND
gig RE;’%‘?&; ég, PLEASE REVERSE APPELLATE OPINION AN

IS . -

AS SHOWN RERE,SINGH WAS CONVICTED FOR FALSE,
FABRICATED AND NON-CRIME® CHARGES BASED ON RALSE
AND FABRICATED TESTIMONY. THE STATE COURTS ARE C
FAMOUS FOR DELAY AND WNJUSTICE THAT, |N-2022, EX-ADMNISTRATY
TUSTICE BECOVE. FIRST JUSTICE IN HISTORY 0 82 PUNISHED FOR
THIS, A REVIEW 15 ALSO NECESSARY TO END' pUBLIC TERROR By D.A.

—PRGE YSI_?-—



STATEMENT OF THE CASE
QUR STATE COURTS ARE. FAMOUS FOR EXTRA-ORDINARY DELA
AND LEGALLY IMPOSSIBLE JUDGMENTS. FOR THIS, IN 2022,

EX ADMINISTRATIVE TUSTICE & HON. VANCE RAYE BECAME
M*W'f*v Y P I Py g

FIRST JUSTICE N HISTORY TO BE DISCIPLINED FOR THIS.
30, A REVIEW OF THIS CASE WILL HELP CALIFORNIANS.

O NG FOR FILING WITH
ERVICE UNDER ¢

PENAL CODE SECTION (*Pe”) 115, THE. P\P?§ LLF\E:\'E qu% 2&’&0-%’;”

A MOTION FOR NEW EVIDENCES SHOWING THE FOLLOWING (SEE
ATTACHMENT 0):D ALLEGED eHARGES ARE FALSE, FABRI

TED AN

NON-CRIMES BASED ON FALSE,AND FARRICATED TEST(MON/ OF D

ATTDKNE&/ JONATHAN HoBBS;

@THE eI courTs REPEATEDLY RULED THAT ALLEGED CHA
ARE NOT CRIMES. BUT, CRittten poinn

RGES

e P e =y P e e e gl i S = —

OWN RULING ON NEW EVIDENGE
€ SI&GIH REPEATEDLY RAISED THESE CRITICAL 19SUES 14 EVER)/ |
& R EPING, THE ‘COURTS STILL REFUSED TO APDRESS THE/M, SINGH
&s VENIED SELF REPRESENTATION. APPOINTED ATTORNEYS DID NOT
Féo\dﬁs;ﬁﬁ%\_:m\issgoﬁfé}lfg{ JUSTICE AND FOR EFFECTIVE ASSISTANCE OF
e ) S SHOULD RDDRESS ESE I33UES, D
LIKE CHARGES ARE NOT mM e T

MEG DX | FENSES
N BE RAIS NYTIME N AN
PROCEEDING, CONVICTION For ED Y

s

D a3 \ON-CRIME 18 VOID AND CAN BE . SET
AS\DE ANthME IN ANY P e A oL

ROCEEDINA (PECPLE v, VASILYAN (2009) 172 cAum
AS DISCUSLED
KILLINGs, 2u)

HERE, DISTRICT AT TORNEY (“D.A%) CAUSED PUBLIC TERROR,
DA DR, DESTRUCTION OF PROPERTIES AND FAMILIES, Fog
DECADES, 8 DA, PROSECUTED OWNERS

FOR L\FE |{MPRISONMENT go

ROPERTIES BASED ON FALSE
FALSE AND pABRIC TEST\MONIES, D T\
CASE 18 NEE-DEI_),NCHTE'D &S 0 EN

%, A REVIEW OF THIS

- PAGE T -



FACTS."STATE COURTS REFUSED TO ADDRESS
—=" (RUC\AL 153UES INCLUDING ALLEGE D CHARGE

ARE NOT CRIMES (SEE PRGES (B TO RX*

CALIEORNIA DOES NOT ALLOW SELE REPRESENTATION. AS A RESULT,
ACCUSED ARE CONNICTED FOR NON-CRIMES BASED ON FALSE AND
FABRICATED TESTIMONIES; AND THE STATE COURTS REFUSE TO

ADDRESS CRUCIAL VSSUES (SEE PAGES B T0 G), ATTACKMENT 2

13 THE FINAL OPIN|ON \N THIS CASE (3EE PAGES @D T0 BR), THE
STATE SUPREME COURT DEMED REVIEW LOITHOUT ANy OPINION ON
TANUARY 10, 2024 (CASE NO. $282393)

EACTS OF THIS CASE PRE STATED ON PAaEs® @ ALSO' SINGH
WAS orARGED WITH OFFERING FOR FILING FALSE PRODF OF SERVICE
W\TH THE COURT UNDER CALIFORNIA PENAL CODE (Ype’) 115. HE WA
CONNICTED FOR FALSE,FABRICATED AND NON-CRIME CHARGE BASED ON
FALSE AND FABRICATED TESTIMONY OF MR. HOBBS, THIS |3 SHOWN,

IN SWN&HS SECOND MOTION FOR NEW BR EVIDENCE (PAGES BD 0 &)
THIS MOTION WAS GRANTED, BUT, THE STATE COURTS DID NOT EVEN

@ONSIDER THIS MOTION POR FINAL OPINION. THIS, (TSELF, 1S A GROUND
FOR REVERSAL.

‘“D\g‘r \cT ATTORNEY CAUSED PUBLI( TERROR,KILLINGS
SUCIDES, AND DESTRUCTIONS OF PROPERTIES, FOR DECADES,

ACTS OF OTHERS AFTER TAKING THEIR PROPERTIES BASED
ON FALSE,FABRCATED AND NON-CRIME CHARGES USING FALSE
A PABRICATED TESTIMONIES, CLEARIL W 1S THE END OF

O
DE“\%?\C - 50, 118 RBVIEW 1S JUSTIF(ED.”
INTPEOPLE. vy, PARM , "
E\‘ SDEMEAORS (o] L\FEHR(:LOODBF) C.A. 4717817 PARMAR FACED 950

™\ =
DTHERS AFTER THER tiosenMENT] 87 FOR NUISANCE EREATED

R PROPERTIES W .
CLEARLY, D,A, PROSECYTED V_OEK dgg o TRKEN BY THE ¢ouNT

130
OF OTHERS, THIS CAUSED PUBLIC TERRGR. S T MENT THE A

U
DESTRUCTIONS OF PROPERTIES ALSO, APEE, KILLINGS AND

*%X REFERRED PAGE NUMBERS ARE (IRCLED,
—PRAGE



AS SHOWN HERE, CNIL COURTS
REPERTEDLY RULED THAT ALLEGED

CHARGES ARE NOT CRIMES, STILL
PETITIONER WAS DENIED 1O
PROVE THB. THIS CASE HAS

PUBL\C; 5SUE§ ALSD.
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AS SHOWN HERE,SINGH WAS CONV!CTED

FOR FALSE, FABRICATED AND NON-CR\ME
CHRARGES BASED ON FALSE AND FABRICATED
TESTIMONY, BUT, THE STATE COURTS REFUSED

T0 ADDRESS THESE TSl (SEE, PRGESGDAND &) =

THIS RESWTED IN INTUSTICE. THE STATE COURTS
ARE SO FAMOUS FOR DELAY AND WNIUSTICE THAT,
N 2022, EX’P«DM\N\STR}\TWE JUSTICE HON. W\NCE P
. ‘RAYE BECAME FIRST JUSTICE IN THE HISTORY TO
BE PUERSIB PUNISHED FOR TWIS, A-REVIEW 1S AL$0

NEEDED T0 END PUBLIC TERRO
EX’DTCTRKT RTWKNE‘/ S0, PLERs‘é HEE#A" BY




@rHe <
[Lixe AOLLEEQ‘QEST(ON HERE 13 “SHOULD COURTS ADDRESS SINGHS DEFEN eS8

CHARGES ARE CRIMESTY, THE ANSWER 1S DEFINITELY YES.
NO ONE[SINeH HERE] SHOULD REMAIN CONVICTED FOR FALSE

F A BR‘CHTED HND “\(\ K ‘ o’ ‘:— -._;.,,,.
FABRICATED TST( ‘ ] ) meg'

THE COURT OF APPEAL PARTIALLY GRANTED SING s MOTION FOR NEW
ATTACHMENT {) : ALLEGED CHARGES

CONVICTED FOR FALSE,FABRICATI
& R Ep
OF oMM o e, BSED ON FALSE AD PRBRICATE) TESTIMONy
: D CAN B SET Agipg e CUON FOR NONCRINES 45 v

peoPLE v, VASILYAN (R008) |5 sl LV C

PAGE ) oF ATTACHMEN 2 L1 CAUTH 443 IN RE TRt '

T1 \E& HARRIS (19 ‘

| CHARGES ARE NOT CRIMES, SHOWS JEAS'ONS FOE w(:t ﬂ?iﬁgg;g@'

SERVICE WITH THE apy1L aognr s N FOR FILIN
b VL oy & FALSE PROp
T o WLAUBRARD v ue Shine, CALIFORNIA PENAL copye gy

=2J9) 514 US ¢9s,

6l - ,
- ERVICEY {3 g vporr A EVIg
@ ﬁ’“&o%?: BE AN tNSTKUMEN-? FOEEPS MPTION sEi\C:gEEh}, P EE SECT(0
0 t SU
AeT Wgaé‘iz&;\a%f’{gs SlGNeD ?g’ A PROCES UMPTION
PERSON FoR ALUEGED erpare YER: B THUS, SrdE AND Deseg
1E APPELLATE ¢py E DiS|gs onpprape ECT

— PAGE YL —
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REPLACE HER IN

Respectfully submitted,

RAGHVENDRA  SINGH

Date: 1/31/9\&

NO ONE SHOULD REMAIN CONNICTED FOR FALSE,
FRARRICATED AND NON-CRIME CHARGES BASED ON
FALSE AND FABRICATED TESTIMONY.

STATE. COURTS ARE SO PAMGUS FoR DELAY AND INTUST n
E¥ ADMINISTRATNE TUST (CE HON, VANCE. RAYE BEQHMEQ%SS THAT
THE HISTORY T0 BE DWSUPLWED £oR THIS, Ap REVIEW op T JUSTICE \N

i ’ THS cAse
ND PUBLAE TERROR CREATED 8 L
ER&V\\&N TS CASE, K ) E x' VETRICT AT TORN EY. S0, PLEASE

—epGe VIL —



