
FILEDUNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

DEC 14 2022FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT
MOLLY C. DWYER, CLERK 

U.S. COURT OF APPEALS
No. 22-56092R. J. KULICK,

Plaintiff-Appellant, D.C. No.
2:22-cv-06742-MEMF-AS 
Central District of California, 
Los Angeles

v.

RUTH STUBBA; et al.,
ORDER

Defendants-Appellees.

Before: TASHIMA, S.R. THOMAS, and CLIFTON, Circuit Judges.

A review of the record demonstrates that this court lacks jurisdiction over this

appeal because the October 17, 2022 order challenged in the appeal is not final or

appealable. See 28 U.S.C. § 1291. Consequently, this appeal is dismissed for lack of

jurisdiction.

Appellant’s request contained in the notice of appeal for a refund of the

docketing and filing fees paid to the district court is denied.

DISMISSED.

DA/Pro Se
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

CIVIL MINUTES - GENERAL

Date: February 13, 2023Case No. 2:22-cv-06742-MEMF-ASx

Title R.J. Kulick v. Ruth Stubba. et al.

Present: The Honorable: Maame Ewusi-Mensah Frimpong

N/AKelly Davis
Court Reporter / RecorderDeputy Clerk

Attorneys Present for Defendants: 
N/A

Attorneys Present for Plaintiffs: 
N/A

Proceedings: In Chambers - Minute Order RE Motion in Opposition and Dismissing Case 
for Failure to Prosecute

On January 30, 2023, Plaintiff R.J. Kulick (“Kulick”) filed a document titled “Motion in 
Opposition to Order filed 1-20-23 in Its Entirety as Unconstitutional and Discrimination and Bias 
and Abusive on its Face.” ECF No. 22 (“Motion in Opposition” or “Mot.”). In his Motion in 
Opposition, Kulick appears to object to the Court’s prior Minute Order in response to a 
previously filed Motion in Opposition (ECF No. 21 (“January ) on the basis of due process and 
Articles I, VII, VIII, IX, and XIV of the United States Constitution. Id. The Court finds that 
Kulick has not made a substantial showing that the Court erred in issuing the January 20, 2023 
Minute Order.

On January 20, 2023, this Court ordered Kulick to show cause in writing, within fourteen days, 
why the case should not be dismissed as to all remaining defendants for lack of prosecution. ECF 
No. 21. It is the responsibility of the plaintiff to respond promptly to all Orders and to prosecute 
the action diligently, including by filing proofs of service and stipulations extending time to 
respond. To date, Kulick has not complied with this order.

Ill
III

CV-90 (03/15) Civil Minutes - General Page 1 of 2
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

CIVIL MINUTES - GENERAL

Date: February 13, 2023Case No. 2:22-cv-06742-MEMF-ASx

Title R.J. Kulick v. Ruth Stubba. et al.

Accordingly, good cause appearing therefor, the Court hereby DISMISSES the action without 
prejudice pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 41(b) for failure to prosecute and failure to 
obey an order of this Court. The Clerk of the Court is directed to close this file.

Initials of Preparer

CV-90 (03/15) Civil Minutes - General Page 2 of 2
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S.J. Kulick \1
2 38122 Village 38

Camarillo,. CA 93012
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10 Case #___________ 1 ______
(to be supplied by theQler&V

R.J. Kalick

11
(1) Violation Of; Fair Housing 

Act (42 0„S.£. #3601 >j 
(-2) Violation of: Americans 

With Disabilities Act of 
1990,

} (3) Contract(st-intalid'And 
iJncosstitutibnal ?

12 LSaS

13
sRntfe Stubba, Marlynn Block, I

Robert B tie ling , Richard Loomis,15
--<[ (4) notice Of FifriaggE^isfcrate

Judge's Report And Reooa- 
medations Before This Cou-

Charles Kisfcaden, Robert L.16
Scheaf fer, Donald Marcpxardt,17 *

rt Dismisses; This Case Fori 
Any Reasons ?> I

{5) (Proposed} Order For Emer­
gency Injunction?

1 (6) Declaratory Relief? And,
^ (7) Injunctive Relief.

)
18 }[Linda Grant, Jeffrey A.

)19 [Beaumont, Lisa A. Tashjian,
20

Tara Radley, Beaumont Tashjian,^ !
Ho Jury trial -- i21

Leisure Village Association finer) 
& Does 1—100, Inclusive22

} I23 iDefendant(s} , :) I24 ]
I. Jurisdiction25

•1 .ThisOogrthas jarlBdlctlon under 28 P.S.C. Section 1331 <fed-26 Jr
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R.J. Kulick1 pan&og

2 38122 Village 38 (MfessUnel)
!Camarillo, CA 930123

310-474-18484
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10 R.J. Kulick 2;22—cv—06742—MEMF—AS) Case No^:

) {1) Motion In Opposition To 
\ Notice Of Discrepancy &
{- Order filed'10-17-22;
) (2) Motion For Self Recusal

Of Judge-For Resubmission; 
(3) Motion To Appeal To Appeal

Of Appeals 
Ciruit If 
Filed 4

11
HsIbW12

13 vs.
Ruth Stubba, et al )14

) To U.S. Cou 
For The Nin15 )

) This Case 
Rejected;

(4) Motion For Refund Of Fil­
ing” Fee If This Case Not 
Filed & Rejecteda

16 id.) '17
)

18 )

"CD Motion® See Exhibit A, 10-28-22 from Q-S. Supreme19 In Ref: i ..20 :this Court has ho authority to institute or conductCourt,
21 investigations". There nog is no basis for "not|to be filed 

but instead rejected” in the foregoing. In Red:'"(2) Motion"22
23 there notf is grounds that "impartiality might reasonably be
24

questioned” on the baJis of the forgoing___in 11 {1) Motion”.25
in Ref:"(3) Motion" If "(1) Motion" is denied then does Kulick26 j

have the right to appeal to the “9th Cir.? If, not tfhyyKOT?27
In Ref; ”(4) Motion'* this basis of "(1) Motion" & if-NOT vhy
NOT refunded?;Respectively submitted, R.j. Kulick "
Dated:, //-
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SUPR3MiE COURT OF THE UNIT0> STATES 

OFFICE OF THE CLERK 

WASHINGTON, DC 20543-0091

October28,2022

RJ- Kulick 
38122 Village 38 
Camarillo, CA 93012

RE: Letter

Dear Mr. Kulirlr-

fit reply to your fetter or submission, received October20,2022 I reg^t jug 
i that this Court has no authority to institute or conduct investigations. f

oim

lYour papers are herewith returned. I#
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Via U.S. Mail: Most Extremely Urgent

To: Chief Justice Roberts, Jr. or Current, in capacity as Administrator &
forforward to Associate Justices:

Scott S. Harris, Cleric or Current, of The Court of U.S. Supreme:
From: R.J. Kulick, in Pro Per, 38122 Village 38, Camarill<f>, CA 93012,

310-474-1848:

Your Honor(s) & Mr. Harris: Subject: Reguesting Chief Justice Roberts, Jr., 
in his capacity as 1 administrator for 

an investigation of Judge of USDC, Maame Ewusi-Mensah Friiiong for denying 
eniosed copy of page 1 with Four Motions & instead send me enlosed copy 
of transaction entered on 10-3-2022 at 3:45PM PDT & filed on 10-3-2022
which has denied me Due Process & renders those Pour Motions mute:

1 - Before, X go into pertinent factors related to this above "request”.
I’d would like to state the following: I, R.J. Kulick, fdeclare under the 
penalty ofperjurythat everthing I . write in this entire matter below 
in true & correct to the best of my knowledge & belief|& abilities (suff­
er under ADA of 1990 & side-effects from related medcidtions & lifelong 
Dyslexia condition & elderly & severe/chronic medical hardships to do 
anything or go anywhere for anything & COVID-19 along *ith the foregoing 
has confined me mostly at home & bedridden a lot & have no coi 
Smartphone nor know how to nse them) .Signed: R.J. Kulick M4

Dated:

iter or

2. If, this "request" can not be executed as is & need your court's special 
form, then please have Mr. Harris mail this form along with instructions.

3. Enclosed please find a copy of (Proposed')' Order For Emergency Injunction 
which in part prompts this "request" to you, since I'm for sure facting
a "life/death situation". If, you able to execute it, please do. Also, 
enclosed copies of this case § filed on 9-19-22 & 7-15-10 letter to 
Ronald George (Hon.) which best expresses my "position" which has not 
changed only gotten worse. It seems to me that that how our Justices 
to U.S. Supreme are selected & Senate majority confirmed,, does work 
within the intent of our U.S. Constitution, & do not understand why so 
much objections in the processes.If, thecpeople do the.elctxng these 
"objections" do not make any common sense. The George letter relates 
to the foregoing & pin points the way to cure things.

4. Copy- of ‘1-0—7—23 -___________ (
a. Please note: At this time only submitting some partial documents &

later if/when court needed will provider1 full specific 
documents in the foregoing.

Await your written confirm of receipt of this matter/status which will be 
greatly appreciated since Emergency Injunctions life/death situation. 
Respectively/Sincerely, R.J. Kulick See:Proof of Service dated 

10+7-22 in Case#06742 
enclosed

i
Page §

Received
OCT 2 0 2022
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Via D.S. Mail
To: Ms. Kiry K. Gray

Clerk/Executive, Office of clerk 
C-S. District Court, Central District of Cfi 
255 East Temple St., Room 180 
I>-A. CA 90012

Dear Ms. Kiry:

Please Mil bad: a court staipeS conformed court fi ing feta 0
copy enclosed rfith case #, in enclosed stamped, seli-addressed 
reply envelope. 1I<
Do not have computer or Smartphone nor kno^r ho* to ikse them & 
have medical hardships. Doing anything or going anyishere extreme 
nardshp, elderly person & adth Dyslexia condition.

Greatly appreciate whatever kind assistance you are fable to 
provide me for my court needs. Look, forward to your- earliest 
written reply/status . f ^ a ^

Sincerely, R.J. Knlick f/t * 
in Pro Per 
38122 Village 38 
Camarillo, CA 93012 
310-474-1848
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UNITED STATESDKT8ICTG0URT 
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

!*»ICE<JF DOCUMENT DISCSEPAMCfES

•:

•<

To: gU-S. District Judge/ OUAMagisteateJatfee Maaig Evrosi-MmsahFringKgfe
prom: Kelly Days___________

CaseNo^2.22-cv4)6742-MEMF-(ASx)

i

______ Deputy Clerk
G^TifeJLJ. JEalidky. RutfaStubbaet al

Date Received; KW7/2822
• \ mm

-vii
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l
[antfasSubmittedonyZTQOPrior
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□ Local Docmamtsinastbe filed efectronkaMy
□ Local Rule 6-1 
□local Ru!e7-19J
□ Local Rule 7.1-1
□ Local Rule 11-3.1 fixpKBtstfkgUb
□ Local Ride 11-&S Lajkmgmnne,addn^phi»ev&^^ address
O Local Rnlell-ii No copy provided for judge
□local Rule 11-6 14siac^ab&ira^HiireQGDeBds25 pages
□Local Rule 11-8
□ LocaiRolelS-l
□ Local Rulel6-7
□ Local Rnlel9-1
□ Localftu!e56-l 
□Local Rule 56-2 
□LocaiRuie 83-2.5

Written imticeofiiKitmnlarkfngortKndlnescfiiotkgmnnarTect 
IfoHtgtn other parfiesof wr partP apnl^uwwlarirmg 
No&rtfficationof InterestedParSes and/or no ceases

MenrQraiwfam/hrirfgrceedmglQpa^idcdl ran tain tefefetfmitwlt 
Proposed a nwtufol pfeetlrogitnf 
Pretrial amferentaeordecnots^ned counsel

Statement of ancQDtiorarted facts aadforpioposedjadgaggt ladagg

Noiettecs to tfaejadge
Q Fed. R. Cm P, 5
0 Other: Document is addressed to Chirffaslicc Roberts, fr„_____________

iiregiigalioa gf lodge of USp CMaame Barag-Mensah Funipong. j

:

: for anm

!Mease refer to the Court’s website at ww».cacd.nsQOHrticga* for Local Roles, Geaend Ordys, and applicable forms.

089^ GFHffi|UDqai«AGlSTRATB|DDGE
ITS HEREBY ORDERS):

□ : The document is to be filed an ti processed. Hie filing d^e is QRBERH> to be the datetfee document was stamped 
“xeceived but not SksTwith the Cterfc. CounseP is advised that anyfuither feihite to miiffiiy with the Local Rules may
IeadtopenaltrespursuaiatD local Rule 83-7.

f
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Date US. District Judge / US. bfegistratejadge
0 ine apannent isNOi feCp«8p> re6^ ^ CbimsePshaH

immediately notify. inwrigug, aB parties preTkmdy serwd i*^ ibe agadxridpcamenls that said documents have not
! ,

October 25. 2022
UjS.Dfehirt fedge Masme Ewusi-Mensah Frimporg
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resident of ttse Camxfr? of 
eighteen years.

•ii?”®* *** ^2*^OSDC, Central|District of CA

,1L2r4- ** "■>««”
Of Jndge FOT Resuhmission; {3) Motion To appeal^ ufsf Court31 
Of Appeals For The Ninth Circuit If This case Not! Filed &

Andf (4) Motion For Refund Of Filing Fee If This 
Not Filed & Rejected. Submitted on 11-7—22.*

Feaatmsa. X am suer the age ofaddress ;
38122 Village 38, Camarillo, CA 93012

On

Case
tig
ion the interested parties in this--action as follows: For:*
i51Ruth Stubba, et al, at: 200 Leisure Village Dr 

CA 93012 *******
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Leisure Village News 
P.O.Box2254 

Camarillo, CA 93011
June 2015 l

i
Association, Inc., 
ereiWhat is published are 

pf a story is given to

Leisure Village News is an OPINION & ANALYSIS publication of Leisure Village 
independent of the LVA, and provides facts not found in the Village Voice or elsewt 
documented facts, believed true and correct without malicious intent When only oik 
members of the LVA, then LVN will provide the other side.

Here is the other side of the story, especially the questionable, fraudulent practices engaged in as follows:
1

LVN’s May 2014 edition addressed a legal action that in essence, claims that a “nembl" has violated the 
current LVA governing documents (CC&Rs). The Board - Linda Grant, Robert Riveles, Theodore Lapsing, 
John Mayer, Rita Linsey—and its legal vendors - Jeffrey A. Beaumont, Larry F. Giilin, Lisa A. Hashjian 
and Tara Radley of the law firm Beaumont Gitlin Tasltjian - have filed a lawsuit wifebut merit, which is an 
abuse of process, and a bogus and malicious prosecution against an LVA‘“member” of 28-r years. The court 
in judicial error issued a Temporary Restraining Order (TRG) against tins “member'’ baled on heresay. The 
CC&Rs & ByLaws are invalid, being ambiguous and a defective election process. That lawsuit is also based on 

peijury, obstruction of justice, and the appearance of civil RICO and pattens of racketeering, libel and slander. 
The State Bar of California has evidence of Beaumont’s pattern of violations of the Ru es of Professional 
Conduct and the State Bar Act, especially his extortion methods. The Declarations of Khfeeit Seheaffer, LVA 
General Manager, and of Denise D. Sutton, employed by Telman &. Wiker
insurance vendor—were perjurious statements, and false and misleading statements to die court constituting an 
obstruction of justice.

f
i

— the Board’s

The Board, Beaumont and a small clique are inciting unjust resentment and haired 
this ‘‘member” exercised good conscience and due diligence in LVA matters. This lawsuit is a retaliation against 
this “member” for tiris”member’s” concern about Board members that engage in unlavri al activities to cover- 
up their fiduciary failure to connect legitimate defective conditions, especially current in aMd LVA governing 
documents. Beaumont received about $36,000:- in legal fees for current governing doci xnents. If the Board had 
to pay out of their own pockets do you think for one second that they would bring this k nd of lawsuit against 
this “member". The LVA election processes were rigged; the nominating committee and Candidates Nile are ' 
still rigged. It is meaningless to vote for a candidate when that elected candidate can the i be remo ved by tire 
Board without any reason. About 65% of elegible voters do not vote, which makes abou t less than 35% of 
eligible voters electing Board members. LVA election process Is in violation of a Superior Court ruling against 
any rules that impede a candidate’s ability to have their name on the ballot without a 
endorsement or via petition. Public statements made at Open Board Meeting and published in Milage Voice, 
and sent via U.S. mail by Grant and Beaumont, were hate-mongering tactics against this “member” to suppress 
existing defective conditions created by past and current Boards and its dishonest legal 
Grant, current President of LVA, has a pattern of hate-mongering and violation of the 
record. Beaumont has the same hate-mongering pattern.

■ 3

On May 27,2015, there was a VCSC Mandatory Settlement Conference for this “member” and the Board. 
Unfortunately, the Board refused a very generous out of court settlement. The court appointed settlement 
officer, VCSC Judge Frederick Bysshe, informed this “member” that he was a person ©^integrity, while Bysshe 
chastised Beaumont for illegal writing in his Brief. Now this case is scheduled for a j 
2, 2015, VCSC Case #56-2013-00444977-CU-BC-VTA, Leisure Village Association 
“member”). Any member can go to the court records department to review this case file;'which is not fee 
version that fee Board and Beaumont falsely allege. f

this “member” when

committee

insurance vendors. 
fcRs that is public

l

3 trial on November 
Robert Kulick (tins

Is
ii
i

\\



2nd its BriefThus far, not including Beaumonts legal fees and costs for that Mandatory
“at least $35,000 and counting” Should die Board prevail, tins case will go into tip Appeal process and, 

if necessary, as fer as tire U-S. Supreme Court to protect seniors nationwide in 5eniari||i 
. from dishonest Board of Directors and their dishone& l^al and insurants veplors. 

sought the California Office ofAttomey General about LVA’s Board, he was infora 
Attorney General was given no law enforcement powers in the Davis-Starting Act by pe legislators, and to go 
to local D.A. But, fee VC D.A. does not get involved in disputes within a senior retirepent community. Those 
Boards refused to respond, and stonewalled in a pattern of violations of the Davis-Stirjing Act feat has been 
well documented. So, now what’s ahead are a lot of litigation expenses that could gen£p£e in fee millions of 
dollars and may necessitate special assessments. There is also the possibility that because of their ill-actions 
in this current litigation, fee Board may be forced topatfeeLVA into bankruptcy. Gnjpt violated fee rales of 
Candidates Nile by making personal attacks on this “member”, and she admits to bavihg a “big month”. Her 
former husband, while they were still married, was found by the Stole Bar, CA of practicing law without a 

license, and did so from their residence in LVA.
Grant, in cahoots wife her then husband, Arnold Grant, had a lette: sent to tins “®em|er” wife threats against 

him, amongst other things, which are public record. This “member’s” experience^) wife Gmai has found her 
to be a degenerate liar and cheat. The Board refused to take any disciplinary actions against them in using their 
LVA residence for business purposes, and for Grant’s violation of fee rules of conduct on Candidate Nite. The® 

other violations by members of the Board and members feat fee Board refused enforce any violation of
about bow fee LVA is run,

were ament communities 
this “member” 
t fee C A Office of*

|

were
the CC&R, which is a double standard. When a member expresses some concerns 
feat member is told “if you don’t tike it here, why don’t yon move?” That’s easy to sir, but for most members, 
who are not in fee best of health and maybe a financial hardship, it’s not easy to up an L move. The Beards have 
a small clique of supporters who get projects to benefit themselves, which most meml srs don’t participate in. 
Significant assessments are wasted in maintenance and tire running of LVA operations The Board sae^si fee 
most serious insurance coverage situation and has blamed this “member’ for it- This member” had.every right 
to contact tire insurance carrier about this situation, and tire CA Department of Insarar ere found tire insurance
carrier in violation of their rules.

So one must be patient and non-judgemental before all of this story Iras been revealed. Otherwise, this 
lynch mob mentality will continue to east, spreading tike a cancer. One should not jump to rash, emotional 
judgements based on what Grant and Beaumont, Board members Riveles, Lansing, payer and Linsey, or tins 

small clique have said about tins “member”. §

The LVN very much appreciated tire donations made by members to help support the jpst 
Village News. The LVA is a great place to live and enjoy fee good life, just as long asf ,’oe 
questionable legitimate concerns of wrongdoing by fee Board and just pay your assessments.

I
God bless our country and tire Village. {

to publish fee Leisure 
don’t voice any

Joe Byrne, Editor f
f
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April 24,2019: This letter is an opinion based on facts believed to be true and correct and 
anyone. With update! feds from my letters of 8-8-18,6-15-18 & 2-11-19.
To Owners: RE: Leisure Village Association, 3-14-19 Beaumont Thshjian Letter.
1- VCSC, Case#56-2013 444977, LVAv. Kulick was the basis for U.S. Supreme Court Case #18-6743 which had in it

“ SUpp0It ^ verdict against Kulick in Case #444977, was the result ofa bias by trail judge (Vincent
O Nem),&perjury andobstmction of justice by witnesses (Linda J. Grant, Robert Scifeeffer & Denise D. Sutton). 
anti-Senutism against Mrs. Kulick (Tini), a Holocaust survivor, by attorneys (Jeffrey Ajjeaamont & Tara Radley) * 
who were aided and abetted by LVA’s General Manager (Robert Schaeffer), a wofetion ffcADept of Insurance 
regulations by LVA’s insurance carrier (PEC) and perjury and obstruction of justice by attorney Tara Radiey O’Neill’s 
initial acceptance of hearsay evidence poisoned the well against KuIicL The appeals courtjconcluded LVA’s attorneys 
fees were not warranted, however O’Nall had the discretion to award them which was nodappeaied. the C A
Supreme Court denied a hearing, this state case was moved into the federal courts as for is; 
a definitive conclusion. When the U.S. Supreme Court denies a hearing, it’s not based orJS 
of the foregoing is public record. Any court awards (judgements) will be paid. Case #44"“ 
force Kulick from publishing the Leisure Village News, which addressed the mnutiwi 
conditions within the LVA. Kulick refused to rollover and decided to defend himself wk 
miscarriage of justice against him. At ail times Kulick acted in good conscience and felt 
to do. The two voluntary bankruptcies were Chapter 13 to pay off on a monfliiy basis aflja 
kept mounting against him. Each was voluntarily dismissed. |!

2. VCSC Case 56-2016 478277, Kulick v. LVA, Robert Schaeffer (current LVA General Mgr.). Linda J, Grant (past LVA 
BOD), Robert Riveles/Theodore Lansing/Charles K&kaden (current LVA BOD), Patffck Price/JoIm Mayer/Donald 
Marquardt/Rita Linsey/GeraM Rosen (past LVA BOD). Robert Ellis (deceased past LVA BOD), Jeffrey A. Beaumont 
(current LVA attorney of record), Larry F. Gitlin (was LVA attorney of record with Beaninont Gitiin & Tashjian), Lisa A. 
Tasfajian/Iara Radley (current LVA attorneys of record wife Beaumont Gitlin Tashjian now Beaumont Tashjian); is now 
U.S. Supreme Court Case #18-6997 which will determine whether Defamation vein he iWfo-npd tn the trial mant fty- re- 
maL If s<^ then any attoroeys fees awardedtyudgements) would be denied.The peBdingdiurttotii for Declaratory Relief 
& Injunction, has attorneys fees and cost to be awarded to the prevailing party which are already very mnriA-nhjp before 
fltKcourt trial scheduled for 9-16-19. A prior tentative ruling by this trial court has given Jpiiick a basis for prevailing 
in Declaratory Relief & Injunction. Ibis matter in part has to do with the Leisure Village jjrews not being an anonymous 
newsletter, especially when it was known as early as 2009 that Kulick was the owner of life Leisure Village News. The 
Board knew this at that rime & LVA’s attorneys (Jeffrey Beaumont & Tara Radiey) had proof ofthis fact yet went ahead 
with a number of letters to all owners of the LVA that it had been “ascertained the identity jof the auihQn'publishef’Xiast 
letter dated 7-6-15). If the author/publisher was known to them, how could it be “an anonymous newsletter”? That’s the 
kind of deception given all owners by these attorneys (Jeffrey A. Beaumont & Tara RadBey).

3. The reason why LVA’s insurance carriers will not cover LVA’s litigation or provide a defense against Kulick is because 
the Board would not address defective operating conditions presented by Kulick. AH of this litigation could have been 
avoided if the Board had properly addressed Kulick’s concerns.

4. LVA’s elections are rigged & only a small clique of homeowners support the Board. Aboui 35% of eligible homeowners 
vote while the other 65% sileet majority does not. This tyranny of a minority rules over tfa s silent majority. Has “clique” 
gets special projects approved by the Board members they elect in an election which most tomeowners did not participate.
A forthcoming book. The Leisure Village Story, has included in it all the State & Federal c ises. Still pending are the 
results of court trial in Case #478277 and pending litigation against LVA et al (extensive i of defendants) for federal 
housing discrimination including elderly abuse & anti-Semitism. Hus is to inform seniors] on a nationwide basis, that 
when they entersenior retirement communities <HOA) they contract away, via CC&Rs, foLir individual rights & equality 

Board (and it’s legal and insurance representatives) that may turn out to be (like LVA’jjcomipL
6. LVA’s pending vote os proposed changes to it’s CC&Rs gives homeowners as opportunity to decide wbefea- or not those 

changes will happen by either not giving the necessary quorum, or voting to reject these changes.
I will always love the Village with all my heart & soul and most Owners & Residents are veryllme & iterant law-abiding 
persons. God bless our country & God bless our Village.
R. J. Kulick, Owner of LVA property 32+ years, of a family owned LVA property 40+ years. I j
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