UNITED _STATES COURT OF APPEALS F I L E D

FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT DEC 14 2022

MOLLY C. DWYER, CLERK
U.S. COURT OF APPEALS

R. J. KULICK, No. 22-56092
Plaintiff-Appellant, D.C. No.
2:22-cv-06742-MEMF-AS
V. v Central District of California,
Los Angeles

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

Case No. 2:22-cv-06742-MEMF-ASx Date: February 13, 2023
Title R.J. Kulick v. Ruth Stubba. et al.
Present: The Honorable:  Maame Ewusi-Mensah Frimpong

Kelly Davis N/A

Deputy Clerk Court Reporter / Recorder
Attorneys Present for Plaintiffs: Attorneys Present for Defendants:
N/A 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. /d. 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.

/17
/11
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

CIVIL MINUTES - GENERAL

Case No. 2:22-cv-06742-MEMF-ASx Date: February 13, 2023
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
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SUPREME CQURT OF THE UNITED STATES
OFFICE OF THE CLERK
WASHINGTON, DC 205438601

October 28, 2022

38122 Village 38
Camarillo, CA 93012

RE: Letter

Dear Mr. Katick:
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Your papers are herewith returned.
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! {f/’ *’—?’3?’: Via U.S. Mail: Most Extremely Urgent

To: Chief Justice Roberts, Ji. or Current, in capacity as|administrator &
forférward to Associate Justices:
Scott S. Harris, Clerk or Current, of The Court of U.S. Supreme:
From: R.J._Kulick, in Pro Per, 38122 Village 38, Camarillé, CA 93012,
310-474-1848: ’

Your Honor{s) & Mr. Harris: Subject: Requesting Chief Justice Roberts, Jr.,
in his capacity as Administrator for

an investigation of Judge of USDC, Maame Esusi-Mensah Frisong for denying

enlosed copy of page 1 sith Four Motions & instead send enlosed copy

of transaction entered on 10-3-2022 at 3:45PM PDT & filedion 10-3-2022

shich has denied me Due Process & renders those Pour Motions mute:

1. Before, I go into pertinent factors related to this above "reguest™.

I'd sould like to state the followsing: I, R.J. Kulick, declare under the
... Penalty of perjury that everthing I asrite in this entire matter belos
in true & correct to the best of my knosledge & belief ;& abilities ({saff- ~
er under 2DA of 1990 & side-effects from related meﬂc1atlons & lifelong
Dyslexia condition & efderly & severe/chronic medical harﬂshlps to do
anything or go anyshere for anything & COVID-192 along jlth the foregoing
has confined me mostly at home & bedridden a lot & have no?jggpnter or

Smartphone nor knos hos to nse them).Sidgmed: R.J. Kullek
Dated: 3- 7- 2
************x*******************************i************#*******&***********

2. If, this "request" cam not be executed as is & need your court's special
form, then please have Mr. Harris mail this form along #ith instructions.
3. Bnclosed please find a copy of (Proposed): Order For Emergency Injunction
#hich in part prompts this "reguest™ 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.) shich best expresses my positlon" #hich has not
changed only gotten sorse. It seems to me that that ho# our Justices
to U.S. Supreme are selected & Senate majority confirmed, does sork
#ithin the intent of our U.S. Constitution, & do not understand £#hy so
much objections in the processes.If, thecpeople do the elcting these
"objections" do not make any common sense. The George letter relates
to the foregoing & pin points the aay to cure thlngs. A .
4 . Copy -of -16<=7-22 -submission-dated-+ Tt - fﬁanServﬁmawmw S et
a. Please note: At this time only submlttlng some partlal documents & )
later if/ashen court needed #ill provz&e*full specific
documents in the foregoing.
Asait your sritten confirm of receipt of this matterlstatus #hich #iil be
greatly appreciated since Emergency Injunction:a llfe/death situation.
Respectively/Sincerely, R.J. Kulick glf;"See-proof of Service dated
é 10:7-22 in Case#06742
enclosed '
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G785~ ?/V.Viau.s Mail

© To: Ms. Kiry K. Gray
. Clerk/Executive, Office of Clerk ’
U.S. District Court, Central District of CAj
255 East Temple St., Room 180

L.A. CA 90012 ' -

Dear Ms. Kiry:

Please mail back a court stampeﬂ conformsd court f‘ ing date on
copy enclosed w#ith case #, in enclosed stamped, f-addressed
| ;

reply envelope.

Do not have computer or Smartphone nor knos hos to»ﬁse them &
have medical hardships. Doing anything or going any?here extreme

hardshp, elderly person & #ith Dyslexia condition. g

Greatly appreciate shatever kind assistance yon areiahle to
provide me for my court needs. Look. forsard to yonr earllest
©  saritten reply/status. jéﬁ’#f
;ig"
Slncerely,‘R.J’ Kulick g"
in Pro-Per ~ : {
38122 village 38 :
Camarillo, CA 93012 i
310-474-1848
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I‘amJa.zesident of t&e:cnants'éf Ventuvra. T =m the z2ge of
i = . LU . z )
ghiteen years. #y address 38122 village 38, Caz:ua; CA 93012

tn fi 7 ;L;L} I served the within:-USDC, Central iDistrict of Ca,

C?se#Z:22-cv—66742-MEHF—As; (1) Motion In Opposition To Notice Of
' of orepancy & Order filed 10-17-22; (2) Motion: Fdr Self Recuusl

Of Judge For Resubmission; (3) Motion To aAppeal To U.S. Court

Of Appeals Por The Ninth Circuit If This Case Rot: Filed &

Rejected; And, (4) Motion For Refund Of Filing Fee If This Case

Not Filed & Rejected. Submitted on 11-7-22.+% 1
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on the interested parties in this-action as follogs: For:

A

A

:
Ruth Stubba, et al, at: 200 Leisure Viilage Dr., Camarillo,

CA 93012 i
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*also, included copy of Notice Of Document Discrepancyy dated
10-25-22 by Judge Frimpong i
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@ Leisure Village News . !
§ PO.Box225¢ B

t0Yo® Camarillo, CA 93011 3
June 2015 : i

Leisure Village News is an OPINION & ANALYSIS publication of Leisure Village Asspciation, Inc.,
independent of the 1.VA, and provides facts not found in the Village Voice or clscwhere, ‘What is published are
documented facts, believed true and correct, without malicious intent. When only one sifle of a story is given to
members of the LVA, then LVN will provide the other side.

Here is the other side of the story, especially the questionable, fraudulent pmcnc&s enged. in as follows:

LVN’s May 2014 edition addressed a legal acaonthat, mmsscaae,clmmsthata m has violated the
current LVA governing documents (CC&Rs). The Board — Linda Grant, RMR!Y&!%, ‘Theodore Lansing,
John Mayer, Rita Linsey — and its legal veadors — Ief&'eyA.Beanmng,IatryEGlﬂm, Lisa A. Tashjian
and Tara Radley of the law firm Bezamont Gitlin Tash}mn haveﬁ}ﬂdalawsmtmih(}ntmmt, whichisan
abuse of process, and a bogus and malicious prosecution against an LVA “member” of .‘81- years. The court

in judicial error issued a2 Temporary Restraining Order (TRO) against this “mﬁmbcl”ba&edunher&say. The
CC&Rs & ByLaws are invalid, being ambiguous and a defective election process. That jawsuit is also based on
perjury, obstruction of justice, and the appearance of civil RECO and patterns of racketeering, libel and slander.
The State Bar of California has evidence of Beaumont’s pattern of violations of the Rules of Professional
Conduct and the State Bar Act, especially his extortion methods. The Declarations of Rebert Scheaffer, LVA
General Manager, and of Denise D. Sutton, employed by Tolman & Wiker Insorance Services — the Board’s
insurance vendor — were pefjurious statements, and false and zmsieadmc statements to the mm&mng an
obstruction of justice.

ifast this “member” when

The Board, Besument and a small clique are inciting unjusi resentment and batred agaip
ait s a retahation against

this “member” exercised good conscience and due diligence in LVA matters. This lav

this “member” for this”member’s” concern about Board members that engage in unlawfii activities to cover-
up their fiduciary failure to correct legitimate defective conditions, especially current inyalid LVA governing
documents. Beaumont received about $36,000+ in legal fees for current governing docyments. H the Board had

to pay out of their own pockets do you think for one second that they would bring this kind of lawsuit against
this “member”. The L.VA election processés were rigged; the nominating committee and Candidates Nite are *
still rigged. It is meaningless to vote for a candidate when that elected candidate can thep be removed by the
Boand without any reason. About 65% of elegible voters do not vote, which makes aboug less than 35% of
eligible voters electing Board members. LVA election process is in violation of a Superibr Court raling against
any rules that impede a candidate’s ability to have their name on the ballot without a noznimating committee
endorsemment or via petition. Public statements made at Open Board Meeting and publish sed in Village Voice,
and sent via U.S. mail by Grant and Beaumont, were hate-mongering tactics against ﬁﬁs “member” to suppress
existing defective conditions created by past and current Boards and its dishonest legal énd msurance vendors.
Grast, current President of LVA, has a pattern of hate-mongering and violation of the éC&Rs that is public

record. Bezumont has the same hate-mongering patiern. §

On May 27, 2015, there was a VCSC Mandatory Setilement Conference for this ‘member and the Board.

Unfortunately, the Board refused a very generous out of court settlement. The court appemted settlement

officer, VCSC Judge Frederick Bysshe, informed this “member” that he was a person 0€m§sgrﬁy while Bysshe

chastised Beaumont for illegal writing in his Brief. Now this case is scheduled for a jmji trial on November

2, 2015, VCSC Case #36-2013-00444977-CU-BC-VTA, Leisure Village Association v& Robert Kunhick (this
“member”). Any member can go to the court records department to review this case ﬁlc,‘winch is not the

version that the Board and Beanmeont falsely allege. 5. f

faje#: %ﬁff ﬁ_ A §£
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Thus far, not including Beanmont’s legal fees and costs for that Mandatory Seitiemen‘t{:mfermee and its Brief"

were “at least $35.000 and counting” Should the Board prevail, this case will go into the Appeal process and,

ifnecess&ry;asfarastbeU.S-SupmmeCoaritopmmctseni(xsnaﬁonwideinseniorf:' communities
. from dishonest Board of Directors andtheltdxshonestlegaiandmsumoevendmsw% this “member”

sought the California Office of Attorney General about LVA’s Board, he was informed that the CA Office of
Attorney General was mmhweﬁamm&tmﬁsmﬁemﬁr&gmwgis legislators, and to go
1o local D.A. But, the VC D.A. does not get involved in disputes within a senior m&re%eat community. Those
Boards refused fo respond, and stonewalled in a pattern of violations oftheDav:s—StzﬂgngAcithathas been
well documented. So, now what's ahead are a lot of litigation expeases that could generate in the millions of
dollars and may necessitate special assessments. There is also the possibility that | ;t e of their ill-actions
in this current litigation, the Board may be forced to put the LVA into bankruptcy. Gngztvmiamdﬁmmles of
Candidates Nite by making personal attacks on this “member”, and she admits to hxvic fig 2 “big mouth™. Her
former husband, while they were still married, was found by the State Bar, CA of praclicing law without 2
license, and did so from their residence in LVA. S . i
: !
Grant, in cahoots with her then husband, Arnold Grant, had a-lefter sent to this “member” with threats against
him, amongst other things, which are public record. This “member’s” experience(s) with Grent bas found her
to be a degencrate Har and cheat. The Board refused to take any disciplinary actions against them in using their
LVA residence for business puzposes, and for Grant’s viclation of the rules of conduct on Candidate Nite. There
 were other viclations by members of the Board and members that the Board refused t4 enforce any violation of
the CC&R, which is a double standard. When amembexexpzessessomeconcemshew the LVA is run,
that member is told “if you don't like it here, why don’t you move?" That's easy to say, but for most members,
who are not in the best of health and maybe a financial hardship, it’s not easy to up ang move. The Boards have
a small cligue of supporters who get projects to benefit themselves, which most members don’t participate in.

Significant assessments are wasted in maintenance and the running of I.VA operation | The Board created the

most serious insurance coverage sitmation and has blamed this “member” for it. This “fmember” had every right
to contact the insurance carrier about this situation, and the CA Department of Insurazice found the msurance

carrier in violation of their rules. i

So, one must be patient and non-judgemental before all of this story bas been revealedl. Otherwise, this

lynch mob mentality will continue to exist, spreading like a cancer. One should not ja%;:o rash, emotional -~
judgements based on what Grant and Beammont, Board members Riveles, Lansing, Mayer and Linsey, or this
small cligue have said about this “member”. i

The LVN very much appreciated the donations made by members to help sapport theﬁesi to publish the Leisure
Village News. The LVA is a great place to live and enjoy the good life, just as long asyou don’t voice any
questionable lcgitimate concerns of wrongdoing by the Board and just pay your assesgfmems.

God bless our country and the Village.

3
H
H

Joe Byme, Editor - . i
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April 24,2019:mmsmmmmmmmmmme@mMmmmﬁmﬂs to
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anyone. With updated facts from my letters of 8-8-18, 6-15-18 & 2-11-19.
To Owners: RE: Leisure Village Association, 3-14-19 Beaumont Tashjian Letter. =~ | |
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VCSC,Case§56-2013444977,LVAv.Kn!ickwasﬁebﬁsforU.S.&mmCothasfe%lS—ﬁ?ﬁwlﬁchmdinit
eﬁmmwmmjmmﬂmwm&mmmmzmmemmnéf;aﬁmbymﬂjudgewmz
O’Neiﬂl&pajmyandebsnncﬁonofjnsﬁcebymajndalﬁrmm haeffer & Denise D. Sutton),
anti-Semitism against Mrs. Knlick (Tini), a Holocanst survivor, by atiomeys {Jﬁreyi?mt& Tara Radley)
whowemai&dmd@eﬁedbyLVKsGenaaiMmger(RMSMe}aﬁnhﬁon, CA Dept. of Insurance
regulations by LVA’s insurance carier (PIIC) and petjury and obstraction of justice by athriusy Tara Radiey. O’Neill's
initial acceptance of hearsay evidence poisoned the well against Kulick. The appeals conitlconcladed LVA's attorneys
fees were not warranted, however 0" Nei had the discretion to award them which was not appealed. Because the CA
SumemCmMc@iedahmﬁng,ﬁﬁss%memmmmeMmsasfméﬁﬁeU&Snp:mxeCourtfar
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VCSC Case 56-2016 478277, Kulick v. LVA, Robert Schaeffer {cumrent LVA General Mg::), Linda J. Grant (past LVA
BOD), Robert Riveles/Theodore Lansing/Charles Kiskaden (current LVA BOD), Pah:ﬁi:k Price/Jolm Mayer/Donald
Marquardt/Rita Linsey/Gerald Rosen (past LVA BOD). Robert Eliis (deceased past LV}? BOD), Jeffrey A. Beaumont
(cuthVAa&tmne‘yofmrd),LarqEGitﬁn(WasLVAamneyofrmdwiﬂxB%u;mwGiﬁin&Tashﬁm),LimA.
Tashjian/Tara Radiey (corrent LVA attomeys of record with Beaumont Gitlin Tashjian aéw Beaumont Tashjian); is now
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trial. if so, then any attomeys fees awarded (judsements) would be denied. - The pmdmge&i?ytnaﬂ for Declaratory Relief
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with a number of letiers to all owners of the LVA that it had bean “ascertained the iéamit;{énﬂhe anthor/publisher”(fast
letter dated 7-6-15). If the anthor/publisher was known to them, how could it be “an anonymous newsletter”? That’s the
kind of deception given all owners by these attorneys (}&eyA.ant&lhmka%ey}.
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LVA’s ekcﬁmsareﬁgged&enlyasmaﬂdiqueofhomowwssnppaﬁthemm_ﬁ% of eligible homeowners
votewhﬁsﬁc@thaﬁ%ﬁiaﬁnmjaﬁtydowmtiﬁstymysfan&mﬂtyrﬂesm silent majority. This “clique”
gets special projects approved by the Board members they elect in an election which most cowners did not participate.
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results of court trial in Case #478277 and pending litigation against LVA, et al (extensive 3 of defendants) for federal
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when they enter senior retirement communities (HOA) they contract away, via CC&Rs, their individual nights & equality
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LVA’s pending vote on proposed changes to it's CC&Rs gives homeowners an oppmi}fie decide whether or not those
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1 will always love the Village with all my heart & soul and most Owners & Residents are very/fine & decent 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
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