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: ■IN THE

SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES
i.

I
PETiTiON FOR WRIT OF CERTIORARI 

Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of certiorari issue to review

r

he judgment below.
: f

' t
OPINIONS BELOW ;• ;

!

(XI For eases from federal courts:

^ir*ted States court of appeals appears at jAnpeudir B

[ ] reported at------- -------------------------------- _------------ y;ot.
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet report^ or,
.[ ] is unpublished. 1
(X) (?} Unconstitutional,
Tbe opinion of the United States district court appears at Ajmendhr A 
the petition and is
[ ] reported at_________ _________________________ ^or
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ ] is unpublished.
(X) (?) Uncnstitutional 

[ ] Fbr eases from state courts:

'Ihe opinion of the highest state court to review the merits appears at 
Appendix ------- to the petition and Is
[ ] reported at ______________________ _________ j-. or
[ ] has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or,
[ 3 is unpublished.
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The opinion of the _ 
appears at Appendix
[ 3 reported at___________________________________ or
f 3 has been designated for publication but is not yet reported; or, 
[ 3 is unpublished.
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The jraisdletaoii sf tMs Court is finvoked under 28 U. S. C. §1257(a).
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Clauses()(%), (?), W, (?) in Denying DDE PROCESS.If1. See OSDC’s
iff2. 28 O.S.C. 4^tea 7-4-1776 & 

Article (1)r 
mon Lsa’- 11 

ijather that

Section 1331 & Declartion of Indepence « 
Articles: Sect. 1r Sect. 8 & Articles in additioit h
Art££l>e(X) & Article TlX) & Article (XXV) cased

IA ttnder =
on custom, traditional usage and precdent, 

codified bitten la*s“. iif i
iii3. afgnments in D.S. Supreme Court, Case #*s ifiM|§907/18-6383

b^lS- LK«t52iS“ lnclu'JlI,9 S18-6743'also liiM*-*
4* Articles (VXD * (VXXX) & incite in (XIV) Section 1-for

being paramount in this case matter from other features of that 
Article, & Charter of United Nations & related ujsjT gov’t
regulatory agency(s)*s enforcement federal statutkfe___*he
applicable. Tfl?

< it

14•rt
r\it

If
U;5. Kuliek DENIEDp” equality & fairness being in P®o Per status by ALL 

Rules of Courts, to be on same level as an attorhfijr at la*, anEspecia!fSs^ S^|K^Sr‘of
perjury statement—well documented in this case matter*i> Thatton 
its face renders the Rule of La* in Ref; the O. S Jijcionsitution a 
questionable, wothless/meaningless words on paperii

f

Iif!
6- The tyranny of Kings has been replaced by the tyranny of lawyers 

as seme have made an excellent case for. The Client/Attorney 
contracts are a conflict of interest in favor of (attorneys, as 
some have made an excellent case for. After-all tfik D.S. Constitution 
£? f1?? the snpr^e "contract" that established tSjb DSA as a nation 
Ttot kind of contract" must be an equal & fair Sis to be a valid 
, binding document ALL must obey, no one above rty$j lav(s) it states 
otherwise-truth, confidence & faithin it can NOT exist. La* * order ■ 

just society, the cornerstone this foundation must stand-on. 
Which ,the greater good" a goal worth striving fly onr nation’s 
*ay of life/to have staying power for thenext geSrations to come.

(a promised dream of an experiment in motion in the nature of 
its citizens)/

7. as stated in above item #6,
3a
.1
Stem to beour entire judicial
1meaningful, must have its Justices assured that their mako 

Se^„0piQ10?(s) ' will be with that "tru4|cSf 5
faith , a reality NOT just based on an idealogyolf their mind settuStvS set"°oft"faeffoS"-the¥ the"S6lTOS f4l *«

l!8.

S
r

•i

I3
IK.h



STATEMENT OF THE CASE
That's implicit in USDC's Complaint filed fa

Clauses (j), {%),

addressed in pages: (i), (ii.a.) Exhibit A, (ii) in "INTER- 

Related Cases, (iii).

The Petition.

upon >?hich this case matteif as
Hi

"Reasons £or Granting
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

Bfeason is for this Court to provide a federal decision that i/ill
i l

f
protect senior citizens that join & live-in condominiums & other

| |
common-interest developments, from corrupt Board of birectors & 

their legal vendors & their insurance I irepresentative & their General
managers, et al.See Exhibit Exhibit B, which provided the basic

11 f
"reasons" why this kind of'federal decision" needed{jon a nationwide

51
scope & scale. Which will give the State’s DOJ enforcement 
to "protect" . In CA

powerstr
r its DOJ has NQ"enforcemnt pox ejr*'.t r.

the Davis-Stirling Act in 1985 {Legislature), 

became sections 1350 throught 1378. But, effective 

sections of that code were repealed &replaced with

CA passed
H

Civil;code, the act![f |—1 -14, those 

aj new Part 5, 

Common
n

starting with section 4000. Because of Assembly Bilk 805,

Interest Development Reorganization Rlues * Regulations.
..NO enforcement" given CA's DOJ. This is why "Reasons For Granting 

The Petition".

But, still
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