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1.

QUESTION(S) PRESENTED

3

s by NOT

u.au':m;..m\f.,,v..l E SRPNPS

The USDC & USCA-9 denied Kulick's right to Due Pavce

Addressing Clauee "(5) Filing Of Magistrate»Judge’s;%eport and

B}

Reommendations Before This Court Dismisses This Case%For Any

<
Reasons" ¢

The Contract Is Invalid since Kulick did NOT have an%ﬂttorney at Lax
under the Rule of Las of the U.S. Constitution To AéQise Whether or

NOT this Contract valid or NOT?

Under the Rule of Las, the U.S. Consitution has beeujviolated by

National Security ~hich sets it aside until that cured becaase

T

National Security trumps shen any part of this U.S. ?onstitution

has been breached as to DUE Process & NOT having an Attorney at las

for "Advise". This renders NO trust, faith or confidence in this
5
U.S5. Constitution shen its get this "tromps"” as a re%ult of National

i
Security in thePrevailing, factual cireumstance(s}vtfat currently
?

exist. :
Rulick is NOT equal to be mandated by any Razes of aéy Court to be on
the same level as an Attorney at Lawx, being in Pro Pgr stattus, that’®
NOT fair. The U.S. Constitution assures that anyone must be Requal"
& treated to “fair", Which Kulick have been Denied bT USDC & UsCa-9

by their determinations against Kulici? i

{
Opinion{(s) decide one say or other shat litiagte pre?éils, hosever
those "opinion{s) are HOT permanent-being subject tqgchange. Which
shether or NOT exists,sill or #ill NOT have somekin&;cf re-considera-

tion in this case matter before this Court? ;
See page 5, w»ill this Court provide a federal decisién that #ill protect
seniors that join & live-in condominiums & other common-interest devel-

opments from corrapt Board of Dtrs. & their legal vendors & their insur-

ance reps., et al? !
H

)



LIST OF PARTIES

-[fIﬁlpmihsaﬁpaminﬁhaagﬁ&miﬁﬁhaumennthe&nmrpmg&
Aﬂm@me&emafﬂzemmﬂlem e. A list of

maﬁpmﬁesmthemwehgm.&emtwhmjudgMEthe mhject of this

petition is as follows: |
See page # (ii,a.): Exhibit A

Inter- RELATED CASES
Please note: A lot, requédst: this Court reviews ALLS@E%eme,Court
Cases whith Kulick has submitted that ar% listed in
. & evéry case

this Court's computer file. Since, each
i

has grosn legs, this »~hy “"Inter-Related™

v a1 e o sa o,
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IN THE ' L
. SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

PETITION FOR WRIT OF CERTIORAR!
Petitioner respectfully prays that a writ of eertiorari issue to review ’the judgment below.
OPINIONS BELOW

[X] For cases from federsl courts:

The opinicn of the United States cowt of appesis appears at Appendm B
the petition andis 3
[ 1 reported at - or,
[ 1 bas been designated for publication but is not yet repai-md; or,
[ 1 is unpublished. :
(X) (?) Unconstitutional » can be published,it's! mo& public record
The opinion of the United States distriet conrt appears at Appendix 2
the petition and is L
[ 1 reported at 2% or,
[ 1 has been designated for publication but is noi yet reparted-
[ 1 is unpublished.
(X) (2) Uncnstitutional, can be published,it's noﬁ public record
[ ] For cases from state courts: gf

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

[1] reportedat '; or,

[ 1 has been designated for publication but is net yet repartsd oF,
{]is unpubhshed

b s e p it 7|

The apmmn of the : } court
appears at Appendix _____to the petition and is %

[ 1 reported at ; or,

[ 1 has been designated for publication but is not yet reporbeu, or,

[1is lmpubhshed

.
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JURISDICTION B
[x1 For cases from federal courts:

s
H
!
)
f

ﬁedﬁimm&emmmtﬁﬁpp&lsm&myme

{1 Nopetmeaforreheaﬁngwasﬁmdyﬁeﬁmmy@se. :
[X] A timely petition for

rehearing
Appeals on the following date: __3-2(-23

msé@xeéby&ﬁmted&m&smtaf
orderdeﬂymgmheamgappematllppaﬁzx

» and a copy of the
<EQ__QQPY°f0r B, "dishissed,
for lacki of ]urlsdlct
[1 Anexfemmsoftme&zﬁleﬁ:epetﬁmnﬁmamﬁofe&rﬁpmmgmuted
to and including {dateion
in Application No. A .

(date)
The jurisdiction of this Cenr!;mmmkeﬁmﬁerzﬂ{}.s.(}j 2
mmwmxx

AL IR 0 IS R
Also, in turn DENIED Kulick's DHE Pro

3 X ;:ﬂ;’. AT 3.9, 5]
cess r1gh {s) & a lot more !
See Forma Pauperis, item #1171 in sopport 9f foregoing.
Also, see Four Motions dated 11-7-
Notice Of Document Discrepan

22 & Exhibit A, Thriee Pages & 10-25-22
cies & Proof Of Service dated 11-7-22

i

Thedabeeawbmhthehlgh&tsimemdeﬁdedmywsewas
Aeopyofthatdems.mnappearsatAppendm

[ ] For cases from stste courts:

W AT ey

appears at Appendix

[1 Ahmehpehﬁcnferrehmgwasther&fba deme&ent?zefcﬁlewmgdate.

andaeapyafthemﬁerdﬁlymgmg

[1 An&xtmenef&memﬁleﬂte
to and including

Applieation No.

MnnfaramtofWQ@mwasgrmted
(date) on
A

(date) in
The jurisdiction of this Court is invoked under 28 U.S. C. § 1257()

[ i e memas -
- e o e e Can



1. See USDC's CIanses(l),ﬁ), (3), (%), (5) in Denying puUE PﬂG@ESS.

i1}
2. 28 U.5.C. Section 1331 & Declartion of Indepence |dited 7-4-1776 &
Articles: Sect. 1, Sect. 8 & Articles in addition gs Article (1),
Arfttde(X) & Article TIX) & Article (XIV) 2 under. Lax- "
based op custom, traditional usage and precdent, i:gther that
codified sritten laass®. it
3. And, arguments in U.S. Supreme Court, Case #'s 18-%6907/18-6383
brought by Kulick, also including #1 8-6743, also |"direct
bearing™ in #21-6216. 2

4. Also, Articles (VII) & (VIII) & include in (XIV) |Skction 1.for
being paramount in this case matter from other fedfures of that

Article, & Charter of United Nations & related UJSL gov't
regulatory agency(s)'s enforcement federal statutgk. . . shere

applicable. éff
5. Kulick DENIEDD™ equality & fairness being in Pfo status by ALL
Rules of Courts, to be on same level as an atio: &y at las, an

absorb & unreasonable mandate that does NOT make
Especially, KulicRkisTabilities" as attested to by
perjury statement-sell documented in this case
its face renders the Rule of Las in Refs the U.S.
questionable, sothless/meaningless sords on paper

bgical sense.
his penalty of
erft!! Thak-on
Consitution a

AR g
scuvnzy P

Y Yo

X

6. The tyvanny of Kings has been replaced by the dhny of lasyers

as some have made an excellent case for. The Cli 1t /Attorney

contracts are a conflict of interest in favor of attorneys, as

some have made an excellent case for. After-all U.S. Constitution

is also the supreme "contract™ that established e OSA as a nation.

That kind of "contract™ must be an equal & fair usis to be a valid

+ binding document ALL must obey, no one above th@ lar({s) it states,

otherwsise-truth, confidence & faithin it can NOT exist. Las & Order-

of any just society, the cornerstone this foundatiii

Which  ,the "gzreater good" a goal sorth striving

say of life/to have staying poser for thenext g
(a promised dream of an experiment in moti

its citizens)/

7. As stated in above item #6, our entire judicial

meaningful, must have its Justices assured that én theyr make
theu: "opinion(s)" » Ehey #ill be xith that
faith", a reality NOT just based on an idealogy of

Along sith WO doubt(s) as hox they themselves f
that "mind set”™ of "idealogy™.

F;
B. The pattern of “violations™ in this case is on i & & until th
B & (=)
STOP, NO Statute of .Limitations can apply, that g?l‘ ge& axz here. o

;their mind set.
3} free from

m;ﬁﬁm o,



STATEMENT OF THE CASE =~ .
That's implicit in USDC's Complaint flled 7 -'/9‘22‘ ln
Clauses (i) (1) (3) (‘f) (.S') upon shich this case mattt{ar,‘ as

i

addressed in pages: (i), (ii.a.) Exhibit A, (ii) 1n "INTER—
Related Cases, (iii), A’KE Tﬂ E B "Reasons f-‘or Granting
The Petition. | ' fi

T
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REASONS FOR GRANTING THE PETITION

Rhason is for this Court to provide a federal de01sioh that #ill

protect senior citizens that 301n & live-in condomlmlums & other

common-interest developments, from corrupt Board of @irectors &

Wq__m
B (/o

their legal vendors & their insurance representati g & their General

managers, et al.See Exhibit Exhibit B, wshich provi@e? the basic
"reasons" shy this kind of"federal decision" needeé én a nationside
scope & scale. Which #ill give the State’ s DOJ gnfo%;ement posers
to “prmotect™ . In CA, its DOJ has NO"enforcemnt éo ;j"' €A passed
f:zode,..the act

the Davis-Stirling Act in 19285 (Leglslature), c1vg£,
H

m.became~sect10ns.1350 throught 1378-ngt? effegtive §~1—14, those

sections of that code sere repealed &replaced #ith égnen Part 5,

starting sith section 4000. Because of Assembly Billl 805, Common

fw., Pt

Interest Development Reorganization Rlues & Regulations. But, still

sy

"NO enforcement” given CA's DOJ. This is shy “"Reasons For Granting

AR TR

The Petition®.
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CONCLUSION i

The petition for a writ of certiorari should be granted. I

Respectfally s:ab!;ntzed, :
R.J. Kulick %/ " Petitioner in Pro Per
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Date: 6425/’]/3




