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HAMNDATORY JODICIAL NOTICE AND AUTHORITIES ©OR VOID JUDEMENT

I COMES HOW, prose plaintiff Morales to place thisz court on judicial
notice of autiiorities of motion o vacdce Jjodgmentc: in Case’ Roo 00 2038
amd: CIy=%T=35{= L.

2 To ba wvalid and enforceable; a judgment must be Supported by three
elementss:

{1} the court must have jurisdiction of the parties;

(2} the court sost have jurcisdictioon of the sobjsct matiter:
i

(3} Lhe vourt or tribunal must hawve the power:of suthoricy
to render the particular judgmsnt.

If the requirements for-wvalidity are not met;-a judgeent may be subject
to avoidance. !

I Any Judgment reéndered by & court which lacks jurisdiction, eithar of
tho sukject matter of the parties, or lacks. inhersnt power to encexr The
particular judgment, ar entered an Order which viglared due process ar
was procured through extrinsic or collateral Fraud. is null and woid,
and-can ba atbacked at any time, in any coork,” either directly or
collatarally, provided that the party is properly before the court. ©

4 Buch a judgment iz vold from iis incepEicon; incapableof confirmation
or-ratification, and can never have any legal effect. *

I howold Judgment mest be dismissed, regardless of timeliness if
jurisdiction is daficient. 3

-

o When rule providing relief from veid judgments is applicable, ralisf
is mandatory and is not discretionary. *

T The pessage of bLime, howewer -great, does mot affect the validity of a
judgment * and cannot: render a void judgment walid. '

8 The limitarions inherent in the requirements of ‘due process of law
extend to judicial, &5 well as political, branches of the government,
s0. that a judgment may nobt be rendered in viplation of those
constituriconal limitariens end guarantiss. *
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A court may not render o judgment owhlch Coanscends- Che limils of ILS
authority, ¥ and a judgment iz weld if ir is beyond the powera grantad
Lo the gourt by the law of ivs arganization; ewven where the coure has
jurisdiction over the parties and the sobject matter. M

10 A woid judgment may be cured Mandamus. Y

I Res ju: B

llealy does not apply to & vold Judgment mordon.
12 An opportunity for a hearing before a coppetent and impartial
Fribonal an proper. notice Y is one of the esgential elements of dus
procesa of law.

13 A juﬂqm&n; 1= ir:&guiar whaere 1Es rendibian ta cantrary to the
course and practice of the coarts: ¥ that is, where proper ralps of
practlce have not been followed; or where gome necessary act has boen
amitted or has been done in an improper manner.®

14 & courk is authorized by atatiote to snbertain jurizdiction in a
particular =age. only, and undortakas to- exarcise the jurisdicticn
confereed in a case to which the statukbe has po application, the
judoment rendered is yolid.''

LS A jJudgment is wvoid whem fthe court lacks juriadiction of the parties
ar of the #ubj¢¢t matter, " lacks the inherent poner Lo make or enter

the particular order involved, *¥ or acts in & manner inconsistent with
due proceas of law.®

Lo The judgment of a cﬁurt withont hearing or giving & party an
opporbunity: to ke heard is not & Judicial determination af its zights,
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*“and is not entitled to respect in any other tribunal.
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