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1. Despite Uniformity of Case Law attending, did the Lower Courts make an
exception in this ease in denying Statutory Default Judgment to Petitioner
in suppert of a Corporate Defendant and vielate US and California State
Constitutional Law, including Docket Fraud despite California and US
Supreme Court Uniformity of Decisions in Default Judgments?

2. Despite Unifermity of Case Law attending, did the Lower Courts make an
exception in this ease and vielate US and California State Constitutional
Lawa as well as Overrule the US Supreme Court in pursuing an

A se for a Corporate Defendant which purpesely
defaulted on its obligations in following Administrative Procedure before
the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission?

(Complete Text Withheld. See: Appendix-C)
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STATUTES AND RULES .........ccomnnmmimnnnin woenes PES. 874

Petitioner respectfully prays that a Writ of Certiorari issue to review the
judgment below.

OPINIONS BELOW

The opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at
Appendix-A and is Unpublished.

VI, JURISDICTION

The date on whieh the highest state court decided my case was June 26,
2019. Remitter Issued July 5, 2019. A ecopy of both Decisions appears at
Appendix - A.

The Jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U. 8. C. § 1257(a).

28 U. 8. C. § 1257(a)

5t Amendment of the US Constitution
(Procedural Due Process)

14t Amendment of the US Censtitution
(Procedural Due Process)

The Administration Precedures Act § 559
California Code, Code of Civil Procedure - CCP § 418.10

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



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)(1)(2)

California Rules of Court 8.54(3): 15 Days for Response to Appellate Review
3rd Default by Respondent

Question-1: “Once the court clerk has received the decuments for the entry of
default, the court is under a mandatory duty to enter a default judgment

against the defaulting party” Cal. Coede Civ. Proc. § 585(a)(b)(c0).

Question-2 (Brief Withheld. Opening Page Only) Respondent Defaulted
before the EEOC on February 8, 2016, thus making it ineligible for any and
all eourt review considerations, with zero rulings to the contrary over the
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 to Petitioner ( See:14: Amendment US
Constitution).

. y W g Default Judements: “Thirty Deys means Thirty
Days” Rule (Cal. Code Civ. Proc. § 585(a)(b)(e)).
- (See: APPENDIX:-B Pgs 11, 15: Beals v. Munson Cal. Civ. No. 19829. First

Dist. Div. Three. June 6, 1962), to wit:




If Defendants or Respondents are net cut eff after the amount of time allowed
to respond to & Summoeons, they will never respond (See (Marked) APPENDIX-
C Pg. 10 Lin 2: Respondent’s Brwf in Response: “This order was premised
en the f@ct that Ameriean 4 s g g :

And, as now, the entire Review Process will fall inte chaes.

The only reason the lower courts are allowing abeyance to this Respondent is
beeause it is a eorporation and a major airline. It would have never allowed
the same treatment to this Petitioner, thus making a mockery of the Fifth
and Fourteenth 14th Amendments of Equal Protection and Justice under the

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

IX, IN CONCLUSION

This Petition is simple and is completely Administrative in nature and is

centered entirely on Adminig  and § : ure, and nothing
else. The petition for a Writ of Certiorari should be granted on the foregoing
basis; and will take less than 30 minutes of the Honorable Justices’ time to

arrive at a just deeision.

Respectfully submitted:
Mr. Antheny L. Williams

Date: July 26, 2018 Respectfully

signed:

Mr. Anthony L.

Williams
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