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I. QUliTIQNfi) PRESENTED

1, Despite Uniformity of Case Law attending, did tht Lower Court© makt an 

aseantien ia thi© east ia denying Statutory Default Judgment to Petitioner 

ia support of a Corporate Defendant and violate US and California State 

Oonititutioaal Law, including Doeket Fraud deipite California and US 

Supreme Court Uniformity of Decision© in Default Judgments?

1, Despite Uniformity of Case Law attending, did the Lower Court© make an 

exception in thi© ease and violate US and California State Constitutional 

Law, a© well a© Qverrule the US Supreme Court in pursuing an 

Administrative Defense for a Corporate Defendant whieh purposely 

defaulted on it© obligation© in following Administrative Procedure before 

the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission?
(Complete Text Withheld, See? Appendix=C)
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H. LIST OF PARTIES

All partiti appear in the eaptioa of thi ease oa the eovtr pap
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APPENDIX A?

Petitioner's Apptllati Court Optaiaf BriefAPPENDIX B;

Appendix-A-Opening Page; Petitioner’s Withheld Brief:APPENDIX C:

“APPELLANT*® MQTIQN POP SUMMARY 
determination of jurisdiction FOB COURT TO
PROCEED”,

Etipoadtat’i Brief ia Rtipoait
(See; pp, 10 & II (Marked), A complete eoatradietioa a§
to RtipoadeaPi Appearaaee)

APPENDIX D;

Petitioners Brief ia OppositionAPPENDIX E;
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Question =2 Withheld in Abeyance before Default Judgment Decision, whieh
renders it moot.
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Pg. 14

STATUTES AND EULIS Pp. S~4tttttsmtttitttttttttitMtitmntittmmntmttt!

Petitioner reipeetfully prayg that a Writ of Certiorari issue to review the 

judgment bilew-.

OPINIONS liLOW

The opinion of thi hifhiit gtate eourt to review the merit! appear! at 

Appendi^A tad is Unpubliihed,

VI. JURISDICTION

The date on whieh the highegt itate eourt dteided my eage wag June 26, 
2019, Remitter liiued July 5, 2019, A eopy of both Deeiiioni appear! at 

Append!?! = A,

The Juriidietiea of this Court ii invoked under 2§ U, S, C, § 1257(a),

VII. CONSTITUTIONAL AND STATUTORY PROVISIONS INVOLVED

28 U, S, C, 1 1257(a)
6th Amendment of the US Comtitution 

(Preeedural Due Proeen)
14* Amendment of the US Cengtitution 

(Preeedural Due Preeegg)
The Adminiitration Proeedureg Aet § 559 

California Code, Code of Civil Procedure - CCP § 418.10 

California Code Civ. Proc., § 585(a)(b) (c)
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California Code Civ. Proc. § 906 

California Code Civ. Proc.8.204(a)(2)(B)
California Rules of Court 8.50(a)(b)(c) Applications 

California Rules of Court 8.54(a)(l)(2)
California Rules of Court 8.54(3): 15 Days for Response to Appellate Review

3rd Difault by Respondent

VIII. STATEMENT OF THE CASE

Question--!: e(Qnm the emrt ekrh hm rmmvgd the dmummU far the entry of 

default, the court is under a mandatory duty to enter a default judgment 

against the defaulting party” Cal Code Qiv, Free, § §85(a)(b)(c),

Questions (Brief Withheld, Opining Pap Only) Respondent Dtfaulttd 

before the 1100 on February 8, 2010, thu§ making it iniligibli for any and 

all court review considerations, with mm rulings to thi contrary ov§r tht 

years; other than in this ease, Appellate Court Decision of April 9, 2019 has 

no US nor California Law attending, thus making it Void,

All avenues of review Denied t© Petitioner (lee;l#h Amendment US 

Constitution),

DL REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

Uniformity of Law concerning Default Judgments: HThirty B@y§ mmm Thirty 

Duyg”Rule (Cal, Code Civ, Proc, § 58b(a)(b)(e)),
(See: AFFENBIX=B Fas 11, 1§; Bmk v, Munmn Cal. Civ. No. 19829. First 
Dist, Div, Three, June 0,1962), to wit;
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If Bifindanti or B§§pondint§ aro net out off aftor tht amount of timt allowtd 

to respond to a Summons, thoy will na¥ir rsspond (lit 

fl Pg: 10 La 2: Respondent's Brief in Response; “This order wa§ promised 

on the foot that American Airlines had vet to even annear as a 

Defendant in the action...”).

And, ai now, thi tntirt Eoviow Proosss will fall into ohaoi,

Thi only reason thi lower eourts art allowing ahiyanoi to thii Eiipondint i§ 

bioauii it is a eorporation and a major airline, It would ha¥i ni¥ir allowid 

thi §ami troatmint to thii Petitioner, thug making a moekery of thi Fifth 

and Fourteenth 14th Amendments of Equal Protection and Justice under the 

Law, and therefore Unconstitutional. In other words, both Judicially and 

Constitutionally Veld,

IK. IN CONCiLUSIQN

Thii Pitition ii aimpli and ii oomplitily Adminiitrati¥i in naturi and ii 

iintirid intirily on Adminintratiye and State Legal Procedure, and nothing 

else, Thi pitition for a Writ of Oirtierari ihould hi pantid on thi foregoing 

haiii; and will taki liii than SO minutii of thi Honorable Justifies* timo to 

arri¥i at a juit dieiiion.

Eiipoetfully iubmittid! 

Mr, Anthony L, Williami

Respectfully
signed:

Date? July 1®, 2019

Mr. Anthony L. 
Williams
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X. PROOF OF SERVICE

I, do ®w§ar e? daelara that ©a thii data, a@ raquirad by Suprama Court lull 

29, I hav© itrvid th§ aaeloiad MOTION FOE LEAVE TO FEOOEED IN 

FORMA PAUPEEIS and PETITION FOE A WEIT OF OEETIOEAEI oa aaeh 

party to tha abev© proeaadiag or that party’® eeua®al, aad oa ©vary ethar 

panoa raquirad to ba sarvad, by dapoiitiag aa aavalopa aoataiaiag tha abev© 

doeumaati ia tha Uaitad State® mad proparly addraiged to aaoh of tham aad 

with irit-elaii poitaga prepaid, for dalivary withia 8 ealaadar day®,

Tha aama® aad addra®§e® of the§e ®arvad ara a® follow®;
0, EOE1ET HAEEINOTON, Bar No, 802239 

rharriagteaidittlar^Qm 
7 LITTL1E M1ND1LSQN, P,C,

338 Bu®h itraat, 34th Floor 
San PraneiieQ, OA 94104 

PHONE: (413) 433=1940 
FAX: (413) 338=4673

I daelara aadar paaalty of perjury that tha forageiag i® true aad aorraet, 
liaaatad oa July 26,2019,

Respectfully
signed:

Mr. Anthony L. 
Williams
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