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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF RUSH COUNTY, KANSAS
Tyce Bonjorno,
Petitioner:
\ {ase No, 2008-DAM-0000 1Y

Tara Jennings.
Kesponder.

SUPPLEMENT TO PLAINTIEE'S RULE 60(b)(4) MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM VOID
JUDGMENT

COMES NOW Petitioner Ivee A Bomomo, pro se. and respectfully submits this supplement 1o
his pending Rule 60(b)(4) Motion for Relief from Void Judgment. filed on June 27. 2025, This
supplemental memorandum reintorces the constitutional and statutory violations at issue and

demands immediate judicial action under Kansas law
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if the court that rendered 1t lacked jurisdiction over the partics or the subject matier or acted 1n a
manner inconsistent with due process.” In re Marriage of Welliver, 869 P2d 653, 657 (Kan. (i

App. 1994).
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Here. the March 30. 2020 order falsely asserted that paternity was adjudicated. but no
adjudication of parernity ever occurred. The Rush County Court Clerk has confirmed that no
paternity order or signed Voluntary Acknowledgment of Patermity (VAP) exists. Therefore, the

order is jurisdictionally vord and unenforceabic.

H. DUE PROCESS REQUIRES A HEARING—XNOT SILENT DENIAL

It is & violation of the Fourteenth Amendment and Kansas procedurai Taw for the Court o issue
or uphold any order without granting Petitioner hearing. “Where a party is denied the

20

opportunity to be heard. a judgment entered 15 vord.” Stafe v Snrith, 261 Kan, 438 4530 (1097),

Further, “due process requires notice and an opportunity 1o be heard at a meaningful ttime and m
a meaningful manner” Sare v Snodgrass, 4o Kano App. Zd 8230852 (L0TH A ruling on

Petitioner’s motion must noi be delayed or silenily demed.

HL THE COURT HAS A LEGAL DUTY TO RULE PROMPTILY

LOGT Bansas suprenie Court iiie 1o A dIStct Jutige g stdeciie did ented d jud@inliie on

any motian or maties when uinder advisement within 120 davs of Onal cobuniasion

However, Petitioner respectiully asserts that this matter cannot wait 120 days, as enforcement of
a void judgment constitutes ongoing constitutional injury each day it remains in effect

Furthermore, under K § A 20-3102_ all Kansas judges are w} el to the Kansas Code of Judicial

Conduct which requires impartialire, simeliness. and respect for Higants” constitutional rights

o L anon |4.x|:— e e ;“!].».:- &

‘.‘5',’.“":

%!



7/4/2025

RECEIVED @7/a4/ 5 11:321R 1785
12:03 PM FROM: Office Depot HB822

[ta RN N |

« Canon 2, Rule 2.5(A): “A judge shall perform judicial and administrative duties competently
and diligenthv.”
« Canon 2. Rule 2.6(A) “A judge shall accord (e every person who has a fewal iierest i a

proceeding. - the right to be heard.”

iV, JUDICIAL BUTY TO EXPEDITE EMERGERCY CONSTITUTIONAL MOTIH

Petitioner’s Ruie 60(b)(4) Moton, now supplemented and requested 1o be converted o an
Emergency Motion, addresses ongoing constitutional harm and the enforcement of a void order.

making it legallv urgent.

Kansas courts have recognized that “a court has not only the authonty but the obligation to
prompriv address motions implicating ongoing constitutionai vioiations ™

fn re Marriage of Felliver, 19 Kan. App. 2d 310, 057 869 P.2d 033 (1994) precedent 18
consistent: “A party is entitled (o an expedited hearing where the ongoing deprivation of
constitutional rights is alleged ™ See Fuenies v Shevin, 407 1S 67,80 (1972): k- ‘Irod v Bums.
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Vo AUTHORIZATION 1O SUPPLEAMEN

REQUESTS
Petitioner i authorized to subimit this supplemental fling under Kansas law and general civil
procedure Pursuant to K 8 A& 60-215(d) and Fed R Civ. Po1S(dy (adopted as persuasive

anthoritv), a party mav supplement a motion hased an evenis or clarifications aceurring atter the

(W3]
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This supplement provides:
[ipdated facts (current custody status):
Expanded legal authority for emergency conversion: and

- Amplificd constitutional context requinng immediate judicial action

Any attempt 1o dismiss or ignore this supplemental emergency filing without ruling would tself

violate due process under Strie v Snodgrass, 46 Kan. App. 2d 523,203 P3d 1230 2011).

Petitioner for the record that no state remedy remains available. adequate. or effective
Abstention doctrines such as Younger or Rooker-Feldman do not apply hecause the judgment m
question is void ab initio. and Petitioner has been categorically denied access 10 a meaningful
state forum. This Court’s failure to rule. or to correct a fabricated and jurisdicuonless order.

cuarantees (hat federal review will proceed unimpeded.

VI FAILURE TO VACATE THE JUDGMENT MAY TRIGGER FEDERAL
CONSEQUENCES

Pies £ ourl s o0 olice Hial coniinued aiiorcelnent o o vord urdei, or ildre 1o poside diw

nracess an 4 consiinional mation will be peaed poondicial mseondngs and ey rivose ether

federal civil rights action This inchides potential claims wnder 42 125 00§ 1985 for denial of

procedural and substantive due process.
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Defendants and state agencies continue to enforce a void order—including for a child Petitioner

is not leaally or biologically obligated to support.

scotd March A0
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Adljudges who have parnicpated in issuing or anroreing orders based upos
2020 judement are now junsdiciionally disgualified  Under boti lansas faw and federal
precedent. a judge who continues o act in reflance on a void order acts in the complete absence
of jurisdiction and loses judicial immunity. See Smmp v Sparkman, 435 LS. 3400 350 &7

(1978), Forresier v, White, 484 U.S. 219 (198K8). Mirefes v Haco, 302 0.5 9, 12 (1991 ).

This Court has been presented with clear, unrebutted proof that no adjudication of paternity ever
oceurred  Continued enforcement or failure to vacate the void order constitutes judicial
misconduct, actionable under K.S.A. 20-3102 and Canon I, Rule [} of the Kansas Code of

Judicial Conduct.

Petitioner warns this Court that any attempt 0 issue or enforce a custody directive without a
valid motion from a partv. and hased solely on an order now challenged as void. will be treated
as an extrajudicial abuse of power. Courts cannot fet sua sponte 1o fabricate oF tmpose custody
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Petitioner further places this Court on notice that. regardless of whether a riling e issued, all
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misconduct. bad-Taith obstruction. and willful judicial inaction under color of state Taw

Petitioner tates that he is fully aware that ali Tour judzes mvelved since Aarch 3L ZuZes whe
have issued or enforced orders basced on a judement lacking any adjudicated paterniiv. have done
5o in the complete absence of jurisdiction. and therefore forfeit all claims o judicial immunity

under Stump, orresier, and Adireley

Continued silence or inaction by this Court is not mere delay -— it is active concealmen of

known violations and will be treated as such in federal Titigation,

IN. PREEMPTIVE NOTICE OF SELECTIVE ENFORCEMENT AND

NAL OBSTRUCTION

Petitioner respectfully places this Court on formal notice that the opposing party, Tara Jennings.

v

may [l a motion or emergency request on or aronnd Seplember 18 2075, seeking enforcenient

children. Petitioner has legal and physical custody. Any future emergency request by the mother
would have no tawful basis without a valid judement. Any hearing on such a moton--wathout

frst ruling on this Rule 60(b){4) motion—would compound the constitutional injury and violate

Voavoild comsiiie g tharans vialanon nf rhe v tme il Aipredis
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60(b)(4) Motion and Supplement, while simultaneously (2) granting or hearing any new motion

by the opposing party hased on a judgment that this Court now kinows to be jurisdictionally void.

This Court is hound by Canon 2. Rule 2 6(A} of the Kansas Code of Judieral Conducet, which

nrovides:

~A judge shail accord to every person who has a legal interest i a proceeding. the iuht to be
heard according 1o law.”
See also Maie v Snodyrass, 40 Kan, App. 2d 323, 532 (2011} (due process tequires a meaningful

opportunity to be heard)

Federal law affirms the same principle

~An individual must he given an opportunity for a hearing before he is deprived of any
stgnificant property itervesl.”

Boddie v Connectreni, 401 US. 371379 (1971).

I N ~

“Selective enforcemeni or delay that favors one party and obstructs another violates the Lqual

Proteciion Clagse”

Viok e Dopies IR LS § b v Opecon Plept, of Aoveeniire, A0S L

I this Court schedules or rules on any motion by the opposing party while conbnuing 1o 1unore

or delay action on Petitioner constitutional filings. such behavior will be treated as intentional

violation of both the Fourteenih Amendment and 42 U8 €y 1983

Accordingly, Petitioner hereby notfics the Court thas if any motion by the Gppusing

heard or ruled upon before a ruling is issned on Plaintff’s Rule 60(byd) Wetion and




7/4/2025

RECEIVED #7/8d/] 11:38 7852
12:03 PM FROM: Office Depot H#B822

PH D COURT

selective responsiveness by this Court will serve as direct evidence of systemic bias and willful

suppression of constitutional rights.

VOSTATEMENT ON JUDICTAL MISCONBUCT PROCESS AMD MANDAMUS DENIAL

Petitioner asserts that filing o judicial misconduct complaint in Kansas s notonly pointiess- i s
emblematic of the very structural corruption now under federal scrutinv. The judiciary in Kansas
has demonstrated time and again that it protects its own, even in the face of clear constitutional
violations. fabricated orders. and complete absence of jurisdiction. Petitioner previously
cubmitted a detailed and well-supported Petition for Writ of Mandamus to the Kansas Supreme
Court, documenting jrrefutable evidence of due process viclations. ex parte misconduct. and
orders issued without legal foundation That petition was denied without hearing. without
explanation. and without any legal justification—-proving that Kansas courts are not mterested in

remedving unfawtul conduet when itimplicates their own judges.

The refusal to enforce constitutional rights. despite direct evidence and formal filings, exposes

the internal judicial complaint process as a hollow procedural formality—one designed to protect

power. not "N"“ Patitoner thereiore makes clear fon the recond further complaints o slaie
OO R anaas ddieian SOl s nnpOrTEnITY 1o
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and protectionism will now be exposed in federal court.

relerence a non-existem adjudication of paternity wiil be met with judicial estoppel and weated
a5 bad Faith fraud on the court. The record is closed on this issue. Fabricaiing authariny posi o

only increases legal Habilitv under § 1983
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XI. DEMAND FOR EMERGENCY RULING

THIS SUPPLEMENT SERVES AS BUTH A DEMAND FOR EMERGENTY RELIEY
AN A4 FORMAL NOTICE OF JUIHCIAL ACCOUNTABILITY, ¥ THIS COURT
REFUSES TO VACATE A VOID JUDGMENT GR TO HGLD A RULE

60(b)(4) MOTION, IT BECOMES COMPLICIT IN THE ONGGING Y VIOLATION OF
FEDERALAND STATE LAW,

Petitioner demands this Court rule within no more than 14 davs from receipt. or in the
alternative. set a hearing within 10 days. as required when emergency relief is sought to halt

upconstitutional harm.

Paiture (0 act will be ueated as judicial sitence in the face of known Tederal violations. and
Pelitioner reserves the riwht to initiate further aciion under both 42 U.S.C. ¢ 1983 and the Kansas

Commission on Judicial Conduct.

r"\

Xil NOTICE TQALL JUDICIAL GFF R5:
CONDIALIAG TO EAFORCE UR BEMAIN SILEXNT UN A JLDGMENT 13D CULRY
KNOWS TO BE VOID IS NOT A CLERICAL OVERSIGHT, 1T I8 4 WHLFEL

CONSTITUTIONAL VIGLATION, IMMUNITY ENDS WHERE JURISDICTION ENDS,

X[1l. NOTICE REGARDING FEDERAL CHILD CUSTODY JURISDICTION AND
TEXAS DOMICILE

Petitioner further asserts that hecause the minar children are currently residing in Tevas and have
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sponte reassert jurisdiction—absent a valid motion from the opposing party--would violate the

LCCIEA and exceed the scope of this Court’s lawful authority.

i1 ihe Court S (o vacate the void order and insiead aiiempis 0 enforee cusiody or chiid support

provisions thet derve from a non-adjudicaled patermiy order, 1t sl b cow
violation of the Supremacy Clause of the United States Constitution and a breach of 42 US.C0Y

083

Continued refusal to vacate a facially void order despite proper notice and evidence places the
Court and its officers at visk imder 18 U S.C§ 242 (Deprivation of Rights Under Color of Law).
Each day the judgment remains in place despite known invalidity constitutes a separate

constitutional violation and will be treated as such in federal proceedings

Petitioner further asserts that a court acting in the complete absence of jurisdiction has no lawful
power to revise, modify, or perpetuate the void judgiment. Once a judgment is void ab initio, the
only Tawlul remedy is vacatur. See United Siates v Espinosa, 559 LS. 2060, 271 2010 A voud
indgment is nedl from the beginaing and incapable of legal effeet.) By parte Rowfand, 101 105
DU GE i) HTe tav by Wel SCLICU DAL JUUZIenD FSIaeiea By i CaulT o
wnsdiction s a nubite, and mav be so declared inany collateral proceeding 71 Aoy pdicial
wken (@ alter or “clanify the Mareh 30, 2020 order while kiowingly facking junsdiction will

constitute further bad-faith action under color of law and expose the responsible officers to

fiability under 42 L/.S.C. § 1983 and 18 US.C§ 242,

)
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in accordance with the rights guaranteed to Petitioner and his children under the United States
Constitution. including but not limited to the Fourteenth Amendment's Due Process Clause.
which protects the fundamental liberty interest of parenis and children to remain wgcether free

. - PR P o e .y P .
TFOIm dironirdiry '(1I!.d AINIVE STATe HOTion

As the Supreme Court has held. “[the libertv interest . of parents in the care. custody, and
control of their children... is perhaps the oldest of the fundamental liberty interests recognized
by this Court.”™ Troxel v Granvidle, 330G 1.5, 37,03 (2000) Further. “[w]hen the State seeks o
alter, terminate. or interfere with a parent’s custody of their child, it must do so in a
fundamentally fair manner. consistent with duc process.” Sanfosky v Kramer, 455 TS 745,753

{1982).

In this case, the State of Kansas, through its courts and agencies, has failed 1o act m a
constitutionally tawtul or fair manner. The Rush County Disuict Court knowingly enforced an
order based on a nonexisient paternity adjudication, and the court has never provided Petitione
or the children with a constitutionally sufficient hearing. Multiple emergency filings were denied
or ignored, and substantial evidence of child cndangerment was never addressed by anv Kansas
wibunal or agency. These systemic failures constitute clear violations of both procedural and

sulbialanllive JQUe Provess.

JOV, U P iy ki S0 il i

Penitiu s af Bis summer
wtaling nearly four months. During that time, Petitioner has ensured their safety. stability, and
well-being. To now force the children to return tao a jurisdiction where the courts have repeatedly
demonstrated disregard for their constitntional rights and salety would not only be unjust — it
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The Fourteenth Amendment prohibits states
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substantive dite process proteciions for children in state custody from harm hy siare a0161r%)
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Petitioner also invokes the right to familial integrity, which has been repeatedly upheld by
federal courts. “The right to family integrity is a fundamental liberty interest protected bv the
Fourtcenth Amendment.” Hallis v Spencer, 202 F.3d 1126, 1156 (9th Crin 2000). When the stae

O T TP JOT U S SR P N R . S NP P P o
N wiih l‘l‘dl FelAtOIsSnIp \\:Hh(nn_ o CAINE T 13T0 t'?l_l!lilr,‘. T TongLes ihe Consiiiion

mietie
Given the docimented and ongoing constitutional violations -— inchuding
« enforcement of a void child suppori order.

« denial of hearings,

« systemic refusal o acknowledge eritical motions and evidence.

« and complete institutional failure o protect the children from harm

Petitioner cannot. in good conscience or law. return the children to a state where theiv safely and

rghts are at imminent risk.

Accordingly. Petitioner respectfully requests that this Court take notice of the children’s current

fawtul placement and withhold any action that would require their return to Kansas pending Tl

a:h T i gk arionat cbahing ) h Vot el
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prohibited from engaging in further enforcement, modification. or retaliation under the doctrines
of Younger v. Harris, 401 U8, 37 (1971) and Rooker v Fidelity Trust Co.. 263 U.S 413 (1923).
Any attempt 10 relitigate or override matters already before the LiS. Distnet Court may itself

coustilute a sepaiate violation of Plamull s lederal nights
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XV, EMERGENCY LEGAL NOTICE AND DEMAND FOR IMMEDIATE CESSATION

OF UNLAWFUL ENFORCEMENT

This filing serves as (ormal legal nofice and emergency waring 1o this Court that any further
attemnt to enforce custady or child support orders—based on 2 jurgdienonally vard judament

and absent a tawlul adjudication of paternity-- -will result in immediate federal emergency

intervention. including a motion for injunctive reliet. declaratory velief, and protective orders

under 42 US T § 1983 and 28 12.5.C.§ 22010,

The Kansas state cour’s prior enforcement actions—absent jurisdiction and in willful disregard
of due process——constitute a continuing violation of the Fourteenth Amendment As the Supreme
Court held in Ix parte Rowland. 104 LIS, 604, 617 (1881, ~1f judement is vaid. it is not
merely erroneous but is entively null and without legal force.” Any further action by tis Cowt Lo
enforce that void judgment will constitute not just civil hability, but a deliberate constitutional

trespass.

Plaintiff hereby places this Court and all affiliated state actors on notice that the return of the
minor children to Kansas is categorically refused. Based on the overwhelining record of 33 stemic

msconduct, abuse of discretion, and demal ol rights, Pramnll no Tonger recognizes ansas a5 d

safe or ronstitnmonathy valid trisdiction for bis chiidren

If the Court proceeds with any enforcement action. without adjudicating the Rule ab )
motion. or issues orders ex parte. without notice or hearing, Plaintift will seek immediate federal

restraining orders, emergency relief. and monetary sancuions.
The v

¢ righi to be heard before one is deprived of liberty ar property is a bedrock pitnciple of duc

nrocess. protected by Marhews v Elelridge. 424 U5 310 (10764). and Mulline v Central

i ank G e e bt Torsdicton 1S o i
i ChoorAudeing 1L \l'—l.“l\:.lll‘_'l! PR RS i !Llll.‘.\.xl‘h-\il‘ll IS e |'.

Citoi—--11 1y Coitslititioiidy Hapiddiiee, adid a'!m;um AR BOid e ein PSSO dtor aliouit

S [
P s el LRt

[



7/4/2025

RECEIVED @7/84/2a25 11:39 FH CD COURT

12:03 PM  FROM: Office Depot HG822 D, 14 / 17

NVI FORMAL OBJECTION TO ENFORCEMENT, CONTEMPT, OR
ARREST BASED ON VOID JUDGMENT -~ NOTICE OF FEDERAL
CONSEQUENCES

Petitionar hereby fssues formal and urgent nntice 1o this Court that any atrenipt to anesi detain

threaten contempt. or otherwise enforce custody or child support orders arising from the \areh
.

30, 2020 judgment will be treated as a retaliatory and unconstitutional act under color of siare

fawy, in direct violation of clemyv established federal rights.

This Court has been presented with uncontested evidence that no paternity adjudication cver
occurred. and that its prior orders arve therefore facially void and legally unenforceable
Enforcement of a void judgment, particularly when it involves the deprivation of physical Tiberty,
constitutes a fundamental due process violation under the Fourteenth Amendment. See Twier v.
Rogers, 364 US. 431 442 (2011) (“a defendant may not be incarcerated in a civil contempt
proceeding unless the cowrt affords him proper procedural protections.”): Hearden v Geoigiy,
161 LS. 0660, 672 (1983) (state may not imprison without a meaningful inquiry into ability and

due process).

Should this Cowrt. or any actor under iis authoriny, proceed with anv Torm of coercine

pursge dainnges

el gty injunaive teier under By pate Young, 2o Us 12 (v and
under 4.2 L5.C0 8 1983 for retahatory deprivaiion of liberty and obsituciion ol constittionally

protecied proceedings.

Further, this Court 1s warned that;

< Plaialili has properly invoked federal jurisdiction in two pending § 1985 lawswits now

before the U.S. Distriet Court in Kansas:

. ootnd T . e T A S [N R S O .-

« Anv state action that interferes swoth or retaliates againgt those tederal proceedings will ko
N I N N T O TR N B it i [ - “ ot B 3

‘.v\hi.‘\:‘_!-kid as bad-fanh o Givduct under o v Hlogia, 300 U SR PO mad oS

immermisaihle relittaation under looker v Prdehnc Jraa £ 2o s T ian ey
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> Any judicial or clerical actor involved in such enforcement shall be subject to individual-
capacity liability for constitutional violations and stripped of immunity for knowingly

acting outside the scope ot lawtul authority

ney vl reat any arest or detention

Ihis s mot a request. This 1y formal notice that Petitiones

4 'K
24 LRSI RO N i =

attempt as unlawful. and will pursue all available vemedies under federsl law o expose and

remedy the abuse of state power against both himselt and his children.

XViH. RELIEF REQUESTED

Petitioner has standing to bring this motion as the subject of the void order. and the Court may

not sua sponte dismiss orignare a constitutional challenge fo its juvisdiction.

WHEREFORE. Petitioner respectfully demands that this Court:
I. Immediately vacate the March 30, 2020 order as void for lack of adjudicated paternity;
2. Set this matter for an emergency hearing to determine the scope of constitutional violations

and oneoing harm. and

i i - e S et N
Popviove sniine o ybisg eyt o
PO STV uney reines

Pullicm v Allen, 466 U'S 322 (1984), and (o seek boti injuncrive refief and declaraiory findings

of judicial misconduct where immunity no longer applies due (o absence of jurisdiction.

cment of cuslouy & suppaon

orders pending full adiudication of this Rule 60ib)4) motion. as the arders are alleged 10 he
jurisdictionally void Plaintifl also respectiilly demands that the Court bar any ex pare or

amergency mntions from heing schieduied or toied imon withowr T providing Fanmif wirh

BEODCY TON oS and A meanimend onoorinniy o he Biaed o seces shinee ot A v 0 vl
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without such notice would constitute a separate and continuing violation of Plaintitt™s Fourteenth

Amendment due process rights.

Respectiuily submitted.

Tyce A. Bonjorno

Pro Se

605 W South S, Ste 271
Leander, TX 78641

Tyceanthony@me com ; 512-579-1329

16
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

L hiereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was sent by Fax to

Clerk of Phsmier Coun
PO BOXN S8Y

La Crosse, K5 67548
785-222-2716

785-222-2748 Fax

Petitioner is unable o serve Defendant Tara Jennings directlv because her current address is
unknown Despite repeated requests and multiple motions filed i this case, the Rush County
District Court has refused to compel or disclose her address. Therefore, pursuant to due process

requirements and in goad faith, petitioner is serving the Clerk of the Court with the expectation

that tns filing be made availabie 1o Defendant in the case file. as no aiternative service method is

available

Respectfully submitted.

Tvee AL Bonjorno

Pro Se

GOS W Sowh SE. Ste 27
eander. TX 78641

L.
Teceanthonvidma com - (312 379-15329



