
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS 

TYCE A. BONJORNO, 

Plaintiff, 

V. Case No. 6:25-cv-0l 163-DDC-GEB 

Rush County, Kansas et al., 

Defendants. 

PLAINTIFF'S JUDICIAL NOTICE OF VOID STATE ORDER, COLLAPSE OF DUE 

PROCESS, AND SYSTEMATIC CLERK MISCONDUCT UNDER COLOR OF STATE 

LAW. 

Plaintiff respectfully files this Judicial Notice to bring to the Court's attention adjudicative facts 

establishing a systemic pattern of constitutional violations and unlawful enforcement actions in 

Rush County District Court Case No. 18-DM-l 9. These facts are central to the § 1983 and 

Monell claims in this case and are submitted pursuant to Federal Rule of Evidence 201(b)." 

PREL™INARYSTATEMENT 

This Judicial Notice is not merely a procedural formality-it is a formal invocation of federal 

judicial oversight in response to a breakdown of due process, record access, and jurisdiction in 

Kansas state proceedings. The facts herein are not speculative, disputed, or interpretive-··-they are 

documented, admitted, and unrebutted. Plaintiff respectfully submits this Notice not to relitigate 

state matters, but to preserve the federal record of ongoing constitutional violations under color 

of state law, consistent with the mandates of 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Monell v. Dep 1 of Soc. Servs., 

436 U.S. 658 (1978). 
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"No jurisdiction. No adjudication. No hearing. No justice." 

- Summary of constitutional violations documented in Rush County Case No. 18-DM-19. 

I. VOID ORDER ENTERED WITHOUT ADJUDICATION OR HEARING 

On July 11, 2025, Defendant Judge Meryl D. Wilson issued an order "EXHIBIT B" denying 

Plaintiff's pending pro se Motion for Relief from Judgment and Supplemental Emergency 

Motion - · without holding any hearing, and without adjudicating the core constitutional claim: 

no paternity has ever been adjudicated in this case, rendering the March 30, 2020 custody/ 

support order void ab initio. 

"A judgment is void if the court that rendered it lacked jurisdiction of the subject matter." 

-Johnson v. Zerbst, 304 U.S. 458,468 (1938) 

Federal courts have repeatedly held that judgments rendered without jurisdiction are a legal 

nullity. United States v. Bigford, 365 F.3d 859, 865 (10th Cir. 2004); Windsor v. Garland, 23 

F.4th 871, 877 (10th Cir. 2022). 

Moreover, the failure to provide a hearing before depriving a parent of 1iberty and custodial 

rights violates the most fundamental elements of procedural due process. See Mathews v. 

Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319, 333 (1976); Fuentes v. Shevin, 407 U.S. 67, 80-81 (1972). 

The Tenth Circuit has held unequivocally that "a court l;annol acquire jurisdiction over a matter 

where the statutory preconditions have not been satisfied." United States v. Naranjo, 660 F.3d 

406, 411 (10th Cir. 2011) Paternity adjudication is a precondition for jurisdiction under Kansas 

law. SeeJn re Marriage of Ross, 245 Kan. 591, 783 P.2d 331 (1989). 

"Jurisdiction is power to declare the law, and when it ceases to exist, the only function remaining 

to the court is that of announcing the fact and dismissing the cause." - F,X parte McCardle, 74 

U.S. 506, 514 (1868) 
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The refusal to hold a hearing-despite an explicit emergency request-while enforcing a 

judgment issued without a jurisdictional foundation, is not merely erroneous; it is unlawful. The 

continued enforcement of that judgment places the federal judiciary on notice of an active 

constitutional crisis. 

The Court's refusal to address a jurisdictional void-while simultaneously enforcing custody and 

support-shocks the conscience and violates the most basic ptinciples oflaw. 

See Rochin v. Caltfornia, 342 U.S. 165, 172 (1952) (acts that "shock the conscience" violate 

substantive due process). 

II. CLERK CONCEALMENT OF EVIDENCE ESTABLISHING VOIDNESS 

Rush County Court Clerk Erin Werth, named as a Defendant herein, initially refused to provide 

Plaintiff file-stamped copies of his own exhibits, including the exhibit where Clerk Werth herself 

confirmed in writing that paternity was never adjudicated. "EXHIBIT G" 

This concealment was not accidental. When confronted, Werth reversed her position, stating: 

"I always thought that exhibits were confidential and copies weren't given to anyone. I am not 

concealing anything ... " 

- Clerk Erin Werth, July 2025 email (Defendant) 

Yet this contradicts standard practice, and Werth's reversal only occurred after Plaintiff cited 

federal liability for concealment of court records. 

"Clerks of court are not entitled to immunity for administrative or ministerial acts.', 

-Antoine v. Byers & Anderson, Inc., 508 U.S. 429,436 (1993) 

"Concealing or refusing to file court documents that impact a person's rights can itself form the 

basis for§ 1983 liability." 

-Ryland v. Shapiro, 708 F.2d 967, 975 (5th Cir. 1983) 
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This act obstructed Plaintiff's access to the court record and involved direct suppression of an 

exhibit containing Werth's own admission-an admission confirming the core jurisdictional 

defect at the heart of the entire state custody action. 

"Access to court records is a fundamentaJ component of due process." -- Publicker fndush·ies, 

Jnc.1~ Cohen, 733 F.2d 1059, 1070(3dCir. 1984) 

The concealed exhibit-which includes Clerk Werth's own admission that paternity was never 

adjudicated-directly nullifies the legal foundation of all child support and custody orders issued 

in 18-DM-19. 

"The intentional withholding of material evidence by court officials fundamentally undermines 

judicial integrity and denies parties their constitutional right of access." - Christopher v. 

Harbury, 536 US. 403, 415 (2002) 

m. SYSTEMIC MISCONDUCT AND PATTERN OF COVER-UP 

The pattern of events across this case - from the issuance of a void custody/support order 

without adjudicated paternity, to: 

• the denial of an emergency hearing on a Motion to Vacate a void judgment, 

• the court clerk's interference with filing and access, and 

• the failure to provide record transparency to the moving party, 

When combined with the clerical concealment of material evidence and the refusal to grant a 

hearing on voidness, this pattern forms the foundation of institutional misconduct that violates 

both procedural and substantive due process. 
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"A scheme to deprive a party of fair adjudication by suppressing jurisdictional facts is not 

protel.ied by judicial immunity.'' - Dennis v. Sparks, 449 U.S. 24, 28-29 (1980) 

- demonstrate a systemic breakdown of judicial ethics, procedural fairness, and constitutional 

compliance. 

This pattern 1s not a one-time error; it represents an ongoing violation of rights by actors 

operating under color of law to shield themselves from accountability. 

"When the unconstitutional actions of local officials are not isolated, but flow from a custom or 

practice of the county, Monell liability attaches." 

-Monell v. Dep ~ of Soc. Servs., 436 U.S. 658, 694 (1978) 

"Judicial immunity is not a license for systemic abuse. When courts collude in jurisdictional 

fraud or perpetuate unconstitutional enforcement, federal redress is not optional-it is 

mandatory.'' 

-Pulliam v. Allen, 466 U.S. 522, 541-42 (1984) (judges may be subject to injunctive relief and 

attorney's fees under§ 1983). 

Rush County must answer not only for the acts of its officers, but for the institutional policies 

that allowed this level of concealment, abuse, and constitutional erosion to persist. 

Because this void judgment is still being enforced, Plaintiff and his minor children remain under 

the daily threat uf unlawful state intrusion and retaliation, elevating this from mere misconduct to 

a live constitutional emergency. 

IV. WIDESPREAD KNOWLEDGE AND PARTICIPATION BY MULTIPLE STATE 

ACTORS 

The conduct documented herein was not the result of isolated oversight. Defendant Wilson 

personally enforced a void judgment. Clerk Werth actively suppressed filings exposing that 

voidness. Other Rush County judges signed enforcement orders without confirming jurisdiction. 
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These acts occurred over multiple years and reflected shared knowledge, deliberate indifference, 

and active concealment-hallmarks of Monell liability. 

The conspiracy of silence among state actors to deny, conceal, and retroactively justify void 

orders establishes not only individual liability under § 1983 but also a systemic failure 

warranting federal redress. 

V. CONTRADICTORY STATE ORDERS NULLIFY DUE PROCESS DEFENSE 

Defendant Judge Meryl D. Wilson's July 11, 2025 order falsely asserts that Plaintiff "has been 

provided numerous hearings" and "adequate notice." This representation is facially contradicted 

by an earlier August 2, 2024 order issued by Judge James Fleetwood in the same underlying case 

(Rush County Case No. 18-DM-19), which barred Plaintiff from receiving any hearing unless he 

paid over $5,800 in legal fees and retainers to opposing counsel : 

"The clerk of the court will not, nor will any staff of the court set any matter for hearing brought 

by the petitioner until after the petitioner pays in full the bill invoiced June 5, 2024 ... in the 

amount of $807.56... The petitioner must also pay $5,000.00 as a retainer fee for the 

respondent's selected attorney in advance of setting any further pleadings for hearing ... " 

- Order of Judge James Fleetwood, August 2, 2024 

This order, still in effect at the time Judge Wilson issued his July 11, 2025 ruling, renders 

Wilson's claim of "numerous hearings" categorically false. No hearing was ever held on the two 

emergency motions filed in June and July 2025. Instead, Plaintiff was trapped in a closed-loop 

system of procedural obstruction. 

Such tactics constitute a flagrant denial of due process under both federal and Kansas 

constitutional law. See M.L.B. v. S.L.J .. 519 U.S. 102 (1996) (conditioning access to courts on 
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payment of costs violates due process in family law contextt Boddie v. Connecticut, 401 U.S. 

371,377 (1971) (access to court is fundamental in matters involving family rights). 

The contradiction between these two orders reinforces the systemic and deliberate nature of the 

constitutional violations at issue. These are not isolated judicial errors-they reflect a policy­

level obstrnction of justice in Rush County. 

VI. CONTRADICTORY ORDERS BY STATE JUDGES DENYING ACCESS TO THE 

COURTS 

On August 2, 2024, Judge James Fleetwood issued an unconstitutional order in Case No. l 8-

DM-19, explicitly barring the undersigned Plaintiff from setting any matter for hearing unless he 

prepaid over $5,800 to opposing counsel, including a $5,000 retainer. This order was never 

appealed because it was structurally void and procedurally unreviewable under Kansas rules 

without first satisfying the illegal financial barrier. 

Judge Fleetwood stated: 

"The clerk of the court will not, nor will any staff of the court set any matter for hearing brought 

by the petitioner until after the petitioner pays in full ... " 

This order imposed a financial paywall on Plaintiff's constitutional right to be heard, violating 

clearly established law: 

"Access to courts is a fundamental constitutional right... State-imposed filing fees or cost 

barriers that condition access to the judiciary are unconstitutional when they deny meaningful 

relief." 

- Boddie v. Connecticut, 401 U.S. 371, 377 (1971); see also Tenn. v. Lane, 541 U.S. 509, 522 

(2004) 
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Then, on July 11, 2025, Judge Meryl D. Wilson denied Plaintiff's Motion for Relief from 

Judgment and Emergency Motion without a hearing, falsely claiming that Plaintiff had 

"numerous hearings" and received "adequate notice." 

These two orders directly contradict each other: 

• Fleetwood's 2024 order explicitly barred any future hearings unless exorbitant prepayments 

were made; 

• Wilson's 2025 order falsely claimed Plaintiff had full access to hearings and due process. 

This inconsistency confirms intentional suppression of Plaintiff's right to be heard, in violation 

of the First and Fourteenth Amendments. 

"It is a denial of due process to prevent a party from being heard based on a procedural 

technicality that has no basis in law." 

-Logan v.. Zimmerman Brush Co., 455 U.S. 422,429 (1982) 

"Judicial immunity does not extend to orders that deprive litigants of fundamental access to the 

court or that are rendered without jurisdiction." 

-Mirelesv. Waco, 502 U.S. 9, II n.l (1991); Dennis v. Sparks, 449 U.S. 24, 27-28 (1980) 

These conflicting state orders - one blocking access and one pretending access was granted -

illustrate not mere negligence, but a calculated scheme to deny Plaintiff redress and conceal 

jurisdictional defects regarding the March 30, 2020 void custody/support order. 

VII. WILLFUL MISREPRESENTATION OF PROCEDURAL MOTION AS 

JURISDICTIONAL ADMISSION 

In his July 11. 2025 order, Defendant Judge Meryl D. Wilson made a knowingly false and 

inflammatory claim that Plaintiff had "apparently forgotten" a so-called "verified petition" filed 
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on September 24, 2018, which allegedly acknowledged that jurisdiction and venue were proper 

in Rush County, Kansas. "EXIIlBIT E" 

This is demonstrably false - and dangerously misleading. The document Wilson references is 

not a verified petition at all. It is a routine Motion for Temporary Orders filed by Plaintiff's then­

counsel requesting limited parenting time. It contains no language whatsoever admitting or 

conceding jurisdiction or venue. It does not reference K. S.A. 23-2204, 23-2208, or any statutory 

basis for subject matter jurisdiction. 

This mischaracterization is not merely a judicial mistake - it is a deliberate distortion of the 

record to sustain enforcement of a void support and custody order issued in the absence of 

adjudicated paternity. It is a textbook example of constructive fraud under color of law and 

serves as direct evidence of bad faith and retaliation in violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1983. 

Kansas law is unambiguous: subject matter jurisdiction must be affirmatively established and 

cannot be conferred by implication, conduct, or silence. See State v. Elliott, 314 Kan. 516, 520, 

501 P.3d 1063 (2022) ("Subject matter jurisdiction cannot be waived and must exist at all stages 

of a proceeding."); In re Marriage of Killman, 264 Kan. 33, 42, 955 P.2d 1228 (1998) 

("Jurisdiction must appear affirmatively from the record and cannot be presumed."). 

Judge Wilson's effort to recast a non-jurisdictional motion as an implied concession is both 

legally indefensible and constitutionally offensive. It is a manipulative tactic designed to 

fabricate legitimacy for an order that remains f aciatly void for lack of paternity adjudication. 

Plaintiff never signed a Voluntary Acknowledgment of Paternity under KS.A. 23-2204. No 

evidentiary hearing was held under KS.A. 23-2208. The Clerk of the Rush County District Court 

has admitted in writing that no adjudication of paternity exists. 
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To rely on a benign custody motion filed seven years ago as evidence of jurisdiction-while 

ignoring the absence of statutory adjudication and the Clerk's own admission-is a malicious 

abuse of judicial power, grounded in deception, not law. 

This section alone justifies emergency federal injunctive relief, declaratory judgment, and 

personal liability under § 1983. It also justifies immediate referral for ethical and criminal 

investigation. 

VIII. JUDICIAL MISREPRESENTATION AND DENIAL OF DUE PROCESS: JULY 11, 

2025ORDER 

On July 11, 2025, Judge Meryl D. Wilson issued an order in the District Court of Rush County, 

Kansas, falsely asserting that Plaintiff"selected the venue" in 2018, that Rush County had proper 

jurisdiction, and that adjudication of paternity had occurred. These statements are demonstrably 

false. 

Contrary to Judge Wilson's order, Plaintiff never selected Rush County as the venue. Venue was 

assigned based solely on the mother's residence in La Crosse, Kansas. Plaintiff has resided in 

Texas during the entire course of this litigation. His then-attorney was located in Norton, Kansas 

-three hours away from La Crosse-and filed the case for convenience, not by Plaintiff's 

personal selection. 

To falsely claim that Plaintiff "chose" the venue is not a misstatement of law-it is a 

misstatement of fact. It contradicts the case record and reflects either gross incompetence or 

deliberate judicial misrepresentation. 

"Facts, not conclusions, establish jurisdiction, and jurisdictional allegations must be supported by 

competent evidence." 
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United States v. Cotton, 535 U.S. 625,630 (2002)~ Steel Co. v. Citizens.for a Better Environment, 

523 U.S. 83, 94 (1998) 

FALSE CLAIM OF .ruRISDICTI0N BASED ON lOU MOTION 

Judge Wilson mischaracterized a September 24, 2018 "Motion for Temporary Orders"-filed by 

Plaintiff's then-counsel-as a "verified petition" in which Plaintiff allegedly conceded 

jurisdiction and venue in Rush County. This is a deliberate misstatement. 

The referenced motion contains no language conceding jurtsdiction or venue, nor does it include 

any sworn or verified statement from Plaintiff. It is a standard procedural filing. To treat it as a 

legal admission of jurisdiction is patently false and contradicts controlling Kansas precedent 

"Subject matter jurisdiction cannot be conferred by consent, waiver, or estoppel and may be 

raised at any time.'' 

In re Marriage ofKillman, 264 Kan. 33, 955 P.2d 1228 (1998) 

State v. Elliott, 314 Kan. 516, 501 P.3d 1063 (2022) 

This claim by Judge Wilson appears designed to retroactively manufacture jurisdiction, violating 

both federal and state law. 

VOID ORDERS AND LACK OF PATERNITY ADJUDICATION 

As Plaintiff has repeatedly shown-and the Rush County Clerk confirmed in writing-no 

adjudication of paternity ever occurred under KS.A 23-2204 (voluntary acknowledgment) or 

K.S.A. 23-2208 (judicial determination). Thus, the March 30, 2020 custody and support order is 

void ab initio. "EXHIBIT A" 
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"A judgment rendered by a court without personal or subject matter jurisdiction is void and 

subject to collateral attack." 

United States v. Bigford, 365 F.3d 859, 866 (10th Cir. 2004) 

Burrell v. Armijo, 603 F.3d 825, 832 (10th Cir. 2010) 

Stoldt v. Stoldt, 234 Kan. 957,676 P.2d 153 (1984) 

Despite this, Judge Wilson ordered enforcement of that void ruling and threatened sanctions and 

a bench warrant unless Plaintiff returned his children to Kansas-absent a valid custody order, 

hearing, or lawful basis. This amounts to retaliation and abuse of judicial office under color of 

law, in violation of 42 U.S.C. § 1983. 

"The right to procedural due process is not a luxury to be dispensed with at the court's 

convenience." 

Goldberg v. Kelly, 397 U.S. 254,267 (1970) 

NO HEARING, NO NOTICE - CLEAR DUE PROCESS VIOLATION 

Judge Wilson's July 11, 2025 order was entered without any docket entry, hearing, or notice to 

Plaintiff regarding his two pending motions-----<iespite the fact that one of those motions explicitly 

requested an emergency hearing. This violates well-settled law: 

"An elementary and fundamental requirement of due process .. .is notice reasonably calculated ... 

and an opportunity to present objections." 

Mullane v. Central Hanover Bank & Trust Co., 339 U.S. 306, 314 (1950) 

.. A court may not deny a litigant a hearing on the merits without adequate justification." 

Logan v. Zimmerman Brush Co., 455 U.S. 422, 429 (1982) 

••Even courts must follow the law." 
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Caperton v. A. T Massey Coal Co., 556 U.S. 868, 889 (2009) 

Judge Wilson's July 11, 2025 order was not just erroneous-it was knowingly false, retaliatory, 

and procedurally illegitimate. It reinforces the central allegations of Plaintiff's federal complaint 

systemic judicial misconduct, fraudulent concealment, and denial of constitutiona] rights under 

color of state law. 

This order should be viewed as a textbook example of judicial abuse and jurisdictional fraud, 

further necessitating immediate federal oversight and injunctive relief. 

IX. FABRICATED JUDICIAL FINDINGS, CONTRADICTORY ORDERS, AND 

INTENTIONAL MISREPRESENTATION OF PATERNITY 

In a July 11, 2025 order, Judge Meryl D. Wilson falsely declared that "paternity has already been 

established" and barred any further challenge to that issue. He cited a prior order dated July 16, 

2020 by Judge Bruce Gattennan as the purported source of this determination. This claim is not 

only false - it is a judicial fabrication designed to create a veneer of legitimacy over a void 

custody and child support scheme. 

The July 16, 2020 "Journal Entry of Motions Hearing" (now submitted as Exhibit F) is the very 

document Wilson relies on. It provei: the opposite It contains no judicial adjudication of 

paternity under K.S.A. 23-2204 (Voluntary Acknowledgment of Paternity) or K.S.A. 23-2208 

(Judicial Determination of Paternity). It is devoid of the following statutory and constitutional 

requisites: 

• No DNA test was ever ordered or submitted. 

• No evidentiary hearing regarding paternity ever occurred. 

• No findings of fact or legal conclusions regarding paternity were entered. 

• No voluntary acknowledgment was executed by either parent. 

• No adjudicative language exists anywhere in the body of the order. 
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The only mention of paternity appears in Paragraph 16, which states in conclusory fashion that 

"paternity has already been established." This circular assertion lacks any citation to a prior 

order, any evidentiary foundation, or any statutory compliance. It is an uncorroborated statement 

embedded in a journal entry submitted and approved only by opposing counsel, Gregory A. 

Schwartz - not by Plaintiff, and not as part-of any formal paternity proceeding. This fact alone 

renders the finding facially void under Kansas law. 

Judge Gatterman's signature appears only on the first page, while the order was "submitted and 

approved" by the mother's attorney alone on the final page. There was no adversarial process 

and no mutual stipulation -just a single-party assertion repackaged as judicial fact. 

CONTROLLING LEGAL AUTHORITIES 

Under binding Kansas and federal law, the absence of subject matter jurisdiction voids all related 

orders. Fabrication or presumption of jurisdiction is not permitted under any doctrine: 

• In re Marriage o.f Killman, 264 Kan. 33,955 P.2d 1228 (1998): 

"Jurisdiction cannot be conferred by consent, waiver, or estoppel." 

• State v. Elliott, 314 Kan. 516, 501 P.3d 1063 (2022): 

"A court's lack of subject matter jurisdiction renders a judgment void, and such defect can be 

raised at any time." 

• In re T.S. W., 294 Kan. 423,276 P.3d 133 (2012): 

"Paternity adjudication requires strict compliance with statutory prerequisites." 

• United States v. Bigford, 365 F.3d 859 (10th Cir. 2004): 

"A void judgment is a legal nullity and has no legal force or effect." 

• Johnson v. Zerhst, 304 U.S. 458 (1938): 

"Jurisdiction is the authority to hear and determine. Without it, a court cannot proceed at all." 
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JUDICIAL FRAUD AND DUE PROCESS VIOLATIONS 

Judge Wilson's July 11, 2025 order - asserting a non-existent adjudication of paternity and 

~eeking to bar future litigation - is not merely a mis.statement. It is a knowing misrepresentation 

of legal authority and abuse of Article VI Supremacy Clause protections. His action represents: 

• Fraud on the court 

• Obstruction off ederal rights 

• Misuse of judicial office to enforce a void order 

• Active retaliation against constitutionally protected parental conduct 

This is judicial gaslighting under color of law, and it cannot stand in federal court. Courts may 

not fabricate jurisdiction post hoc. There is no immunity when a judge proceeds in the absence of 

jurisdiction or knowingly issues orders founded on falsehoods. See Stump v. Sparkman, 435 U.S. 

349 (1978) •·- judicial immunity does not protect acts taken in complete absence of all 

jurisdiction or with clear absence of judicial function. 

X. DIRECT OBJECTION TO VOID ORDER AND CONSTITUTIONAL ABUSE 

On July 28, 2025, Plaintiff emailed Defendant Judge Meryl D. Wilson to formally object to the 

unconstitutional July 11, 2025 state court order. Plaintiff had received the order by mail that 

same day and, having been denied any hearing or notice, issued a comprehensive objection 

invoking due process violations, jurisdictional voidness, and retaliatory threats. 

The July 28, 2025 email (attached as Exhibit D) states in detail : 

• That no hearing was held on either of Plaintiff's state motions; 

• That there is no adjudication of paternity on the record under Kansas or federal law; 

• That Rush County's own Clerk confirmed the absence of adjudication in writing; 
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• That the March 30, 2020 custody/support order is void and constitutionally unenforceable; 

• That Judge Wilson's threat of sanctions or arrest constitutes retaliation under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 . 

Plaintiff also reminded Defendant Wilson that: 

"EVERY order is void, acting without jurisdiction. There ts no adjudication of paternity. 

PERIOD! I am not confused. I am not going away." 

This contemporaneous objection serves to preserve the federal record of denial of due process, 

falsification of jurisdiction, and threats of unlawful enforcement, all under color of law. 

XI. ONGOING THREATS OF ENFORCEMENT DESPITE FACIAL VOIDNESS: 
ACTIVE CONSTITUTIONAL HARM 

On or about August 2, 2025, Plaintiff received a written notice from Kansas Child Support 

Services (attached as Exhibit H) threatening imminent enforcement actions, including: 

• Legal proceedings, 

• Credit bureau reporting, and 

• Financial penalties, 

all based on the March 30, 2020 support order issued in state court case 18-DM-19. 

This is no mere procedural oversight - it is an active, unlawful enforcement of a 

constitutionally void order. No adjudication of paternity has ever occurred under Kansas law or 

federal constitutional standards, and as such, the March 30, 2020 order lacks legal effect and is 

null ab initio. 

"A void judgment is not entitled to the respect accorded a valid adjudication .. . It is not entitled 

to enforcement, and all proceedings founded on the void judgment are themselves regarded as 

invalid." 
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- Valley VJ'ew Angus Ranch, Inc. l~ Duke Energy Field Servs., Inc., 497 F.3d 1096, 1104 (10th 

Cir. 2007) 

The U.S. Supreme Court has long held that enforcement of legal obligations without due process 

- including jurisdictional adjudication and proper notice - violates the Fourteenth 

Amendment: 

"An elementary and fundamental requirement of due process ... is notice reasonably calculated, 

under al1 the circumstances, to apprise interested parties of the pendency of the action." 

- Mullane v. Cent. Hanover Bank & Trust Co., 339 U.S. 306,314 (1950) 

Here, Kansas CSS is acting under color of law to impose penalties for an obligation that has no 

lawful foundation. Paternity has never been judicially determined under KS.A. 23-2208 nor 

voluntarily acknowledged under KS.A. 23-2204. Plaintiff's liberty and property are being 

threatened based on fiction, not fact. 

"No judgment of a court is due process of law if it is rendered without jurisdiction in the court, or 

without notice to the party." 

-Scott v. McNeal, 154 U.S. 34, 46 (1894) 

"Actions taken under a void judgment are themselves void, and all officers involved are liable 

under 42 U.S.C. § 1983." 

- Katz v. United States, 389 U.S. 347, 356 (1967); Ryland v. Shapiro, 708 F.2d 967, 975 (5th 

Cir. 1983) 

By continuing to act on the March 30, 2020 order, Kansas DCF and CSS have proven that the 

voidness is not merely academic - it causes ongoing irreparable injury and forms the basis for 

immediate injunctive, declaratory, and monetary relief under federal law. 
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XII. PATTERN OF JUDICIAL MISCONDUCT, OBSTRUCTION, AND 

CONSTITUTIONAL COLLAPSE 

Judge Wilson's July 11, 2025 order exemplifies not a mere legal error, but a systemic refusal to 

apply constitutional law and statutory procedure. He: 

• Denied Plaintiff a hearing despite an emergency request; 

• Claimed paternity had been established when the record proves otherwise; 

• Mischaracterized past filings to create the illusion of jurisdiction; 

• Enforced a void order threatening arrest and deprivation of custody; 

• Ignored controlling law on subject matter jurisdiction and paternity adjudication. 

When state actors-judges included-abandon constitutional limits and enforce legal fictions 

under color of law, their immunity is not absolute. See Mireles v. Waco, 502 U.S. 9 (1991); 

Stump v. Sparkman, 435 U.S. 349 (1978) (judicial immunity does not apply to actions taken in 

clear absence of jurisdiction). 

This pattern, now thoroughly documented in Exhibits A-H, supports claims under 42 U.S.C. § 

1983,Monell v. Department of Social Services, 436 U.S. 658 (1978), and potentially 18 U.S .C. § 

242 for willful deprivation of rights under color of law. 

The federal courts are now the only avenue of redress. 

XIlL CLARIFICATION REGARDING FEDERAL .JURISDICTION. 

Plaintiff does not ask this Court to reverse a state court decision or assume appellate authority. 

Plaintiff asks this Court to exercise its original jurisdiction over ongoing constitutional violations 

that state courts have refused to correct. This is not a disagreement over outcome-it is a 

collapse of lawful process. Kansas state actors have acted outside their jurisdiction, and their 

refusal to acknowledge that renders federal intervention the only remedy. 
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Plaintiff respectfully submits that due process, equal protection, and access to a fair tribunal are 

not luxuries-they are guarantees. In Rush County, Kansas, those guarantees have collapsed. 

Plaintiff seeks only to be treated fairly, impartially, and in accordance with clearly established 

constitutional law. That objective is not attainable in the current state forum, where judicial and 

clerical actors have demonstrated systemic misconduct and obstructed even basic record access. 

"Plaintiff does not seek to relitigate state court issues, nor to invoke this Court as an 

appellate tribunal." 

Where state courts have abdicated their duty to provide due process, the federal courts not only 

may intervene-they must. 

When a state court enforces a void judgment, conceals exculpatory filings, denies hearings on 

emergency motions, and threatens arrest based on fictitious jurisdiction, that is not due process­

it is abuse cloaked in robes. Plaintiff respectfully requests that this Honorable Court 

acknowledge the documented facts, preserve jurisdiction over this matter, and prepare to issue 

emergency relief should further harm occur. 

Plaintiff does not ask this Court for sympathy. He asks for enforcement of law. Where state 

officials mock due process, distort facts, conceal exhibits, and issue threats based on fictitious 

jurisdiction, the Constitution has already been violated. Federal court is not only the proper 

venue-it is the last refuge of liberty. 

Xiv. RETALIATORY ABUSE OF PROCESS UNDER COLOR OF LAW 

The conduct of the Kansas state judiciary, particularly the 24th Judicial District, reveals a 

paradigm shift: this case is no longer - and arguably never was - about the best interests of the 

children. It is now a coordinated effort to punish Plaintiff for exposing judicial misconduct, 

19 

Case 6:25-cv-01163-HLT-GEB     Document 6     Filed 08/04/25     Page 19 of 23



challenging fabricated orders, and exercising First Amendment-protected speech in both state 

and federal forums. 

Plaintiff has submitted irrefutable evidence that 

• No adjudication of paternity ever occurred; 

• Court clerks engaged in concealment and obstruction; 

• Orders were issued without hearings, notice, or jurisdiction; 

• State judges falsified records and then cited their own fabrications as binding law; 

• Plaintiff's attempt to protect his children and uphold federal rights was met with threats of 

arrest, denial of access to school enrollment, and forced compliance with a void support order. 

These are not judicial errors - they are acts of systemic retaliation, committed under color of 

law, and in direct violation of: 

• 42 U.S.C. § 1983 (Deprivation of rights) 

• 42 U.S.C. § 1985(2) (Obstruction and intimidation of a litigant) 

• 18 U.S.C. § 242 (Willful deprivation of rights under color oflaw) 

Plaintiff respectfully submits that federal intervention is no longer optional - it is urgently 

necessary to protect both his constitutional rights and the safety and welfare of his children. 

XV. PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

Plaintiff respectfully requests that this Court: 

1. Accept judicial notice of the attached Exhibits A-H pursuant to Fed. R. Evid. 201, as they 

reflect indisputable facts central to this case; 

2. Declare that no adjudication of paternity exists in Case No. 18-DM-19, as required under 

KS.A. 23-2204 and KS.A. 23-2208, and that all findings to the contrary are legally and 

factually false; 
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3. Declare that the March 30, 2020 custody and support order-and all subsequent orders 

enforcing it-are void ab initio due to lack of subject matter jurisdiction and failure to 

adjudicate paternity; 

4. Recognize that Plaintiff's emergency motions were denied without notice or hearing, m 

violation of the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment and applicable state 

procedural rules; 

5. Declare that Judge Meryl D. Wilson, acting under color of state law, fabricated findings, 

denied Plaintiff access to the courts, and enforced facially void orders, stripping Plaintiff of 

parental rights without lawful process; 

6. Declare that Rush County Court Clerk Erin Werth unlawfully concealed filed exhibits, 

interfered with access to the record, and withheld documents that expose constitutional 

violations, in furtherance of systemic misconduct; 

7. Issue declaratory relief that the State of Kansas, its agents, and its courts may not enforce 

custody, support, or arrest orders premised on void judgments, and that such enforcement 

constitutes an ongoing federal constitutional injury; 

8. Grant injunctive relief barring any further enforcement actions, child support collection, or 

custodial interference premised on the March 30, 2020 order, unless and until lawful 

adjudication of paternity occurs in full compliance with federal and state law; 

9. Retain jurisdiction over this action to enforce constitutional compliance and protect Plaintiff 

from retaliation, denial of educational rights, or further deprivation of parent-child contact; 

10. Award Plaintiff all available relief under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, including compensatory and 

punitive damages against all named Defendants in their individual and official capacities; 

11. Hold Defendant Rush County, Kansas liable under Monell v. Department of Social Services, 

436 U.S. 658 (1978), for maintaining customs and practices that facilitated the ongoing 

constitutional violations; 
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12. Award costs, attorneys' fees (if applicable), and any other relief the Court deems just, proper, 

and necessary to remedy the substantial deprivation of Plaintiff's constitutional rights. 

13. Declare that the pattern of retaliation, denial of hearings, concealment of records, and 

enforcement of void orders constitutes abuse of process and deprivation of rights under color 

oflaw, and grant relief accordingly under 42 U.S.C. §§ 1983 and 1985. 

XVI. DECLARATION UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY 

I, Tyce A. Bonjorno, declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States that the 

facts stated herein, and in the attached exhibits, are true and correct to the best of my knowledge 

and belief. 

I further declare that these facts are corroborated by court orders, clerk correspondence, and prior 

state filings, all submitted under penalty of perjury and attached herein. 

Plaintiff does not seek to relitigate resolved matters nor invite this Court to act as a super­

appellate body. Rather, Plaintiff invokes this Court's jurisdiction under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 to 

remedy constitutional violations that are ongoing, systemic, and unrecoverable through the state 

forum. Fair treatment is not available in state court. Due process, transparency, and judicial 

impartiality have collapsed. Plaintiff seeks only the protection of his federal rights in a forum 

capable of enforcing them 

Executed on this 2nd day of August, 2025. 

Tyce A. Bonjorno 

ls/Tyce A. Bonjorno 

605 West South St. Suite 271 

Leander, TX 78641 

Tyceanthony@me.com 

512-579-1329 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on August 2, 2025, I filed the foregoing Judicial Notice of Systemic Due 

Process Violations, Clerk Misconduct, and Void State Order, along with all attached exhibits, 

with the Clerk of the United States District Court for the District of Kansas via [CM/ECF filing 

system or in-person/mail, depending on your method]. 

As of the date of this filing, no Defendant has entered an appearance. Plaintiff will serve this 

Judicial Notice on all named Defendants after appearance or as othenvise ordered by the Court. 

Respectfully submitted, 

this 2nd day of August, 2025. 

Tyce A. Bonjorno 

ls/Tyce A. Bonjorno 

605 West South St. Suite 271 

Leander, TX 78641 

Tyceanthony@me.com 

512-579-1329 
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ATTACHMENTS: 

EXHIBIT A - Email thread with Clerk Erin Werth confirming no adjudication of paternity and 

disputing exhibit handling 

EXHIBIT B - July 11, 2025 Order from Judge Meryl Wilson denying emergency motions and 

enforcing void orders 

EXHIBIT C - Plaintiff's Motion for Relief from Judgment and Supplemental Motion (State 

Court filings) 

EXHIBIT D -Plaintiff's Formal Objection to Void Order and Denial of Hearing (July 28, 2025 

email to Judge Wilson) 

EXHIBIT E - September 24, 2018 Motion for Temporary Orders (submitted by prior counsel; 

contains no jurisdictional admissions) 

EXHIBIT F - July 16, 2020 Journal Entry of Motions Hearing; rubber-stamped and submitted 

by opposing counsel; contains no lawful adjudication of paternity 

EXHIBIT G - Email thread between Plaintiff and Rush County Court Clerk Erin Werth (July 

2025) showing: 

1. Plaintiff was denied notice and hearing, 

2. Exhibits were initially withheld and falsely claimed to be confidential, 

3. Clerk's later admission of error and retroactive compliance, 

4. Pattern of concealment regarding paternity adjudication evidence. 

EXHIBIT H -Document mailed to plaintiff from CSS. 
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EXHIBIT A 

Email Thread with Clerk Erin Werth 

This exhibit includes a series of email exchanges with Rush County Clerk Erin Werth confirming 

no adjudication of paternity exists. 
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Paternity Documents Request 

To: Er 1 Wert,1 

Siri Found a Contact 

Hi Erin, 

Page 1 of 8 

1 r,1.. :..~ _J25 at 2 4:? PM 

Add 

Can you check and let me know if there's any signed court order adjudicating 
paternity or a signed V AP on file for any of the three kids in my case? If so, I'd 
like to get a copy. 

Thanks, 

Tyce Bonjorno 
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Erin Werth 
RE: Paternity Documents Request 

To: Handyman,a-.vns.com 

. ., ,, 

Tyce do you by any chance know when this would have been filed? 

From: HandY.manlawns.com . <.tY-ceanthony:@me.com> 
Sent: Friday, June 20, 2025 2:43 PM 
To: Erin Werth <Erin.Werth@kscourts.goV> 
Subject: Paternity Documents Request 

June 20, 2025 at 4-49 PM 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

""ra 1 ,. fror ..,~ iv"1anla m~.co" 
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Handymanlawns.com 
Re: Paternity Documents Request 

To: Erin Ne t:1 

JJno 20, 2025 at 5-0o PM 

It should've been filed shortly after March 30, 2020. I believe Greg Schwartz was supposed to take care of it. 

Tyce Bonjorno 
512-579-1329 

Confidentiality Notice: This electronic communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or privileged 
information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use, or disclosure is 
orohibited and mav violate aoolicable laws includina the Electronic Communications Privacv Act. If vou are not the 
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Erin 

Handyman lawns.com 
Re: Paternity Documents Request 

To: Erin W _rth 

Yesterday at 4 49 D/vl 

The March 30, 2020 order states that there was a ''temporary adjudication for paternity" August 23, 2019. I cannot 
locate that and I have searched. That same 2020 order also states that a final order for adjudication for paternity will be 
prepared by council. I cannot locate that adjudication order either. If by chance you have the temporary adjudication on 
file and the current adjudication order on file, could you send those over? Please let me know either way if they have 
been filed or not. Thank you. 

Tyce Bonjorno 
512-579-1329 

Confidentiality Notice: This electronic communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or privileged 
:-4----.•:- - I& :- --1-1. • , _ ... &.L...- '•-- -l ,1,L,..._ :-♦--...J--1 ___ : _ : __ ,-/,_\ I 1- -• ,+&..--: --.J : _.,,...,.. __ _ .. :-- .,._ • • : -•• • • •-- -• ..J : .... - •--• • • - : -
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,v. 1101 

Hey Tyce, I'm not finding a Order of Paternity. 

Erin 

From: HandY-manlawns.com . <!Y.ceanthony@me.com> 
Sent: Sunday, June 22, 2025 4:49 PM 
To: Erin Werth <Erin.Werth@kscourts.goV> 
Subject: Re: Paternity Documents Request 

CAUTION· This email originated from outside the organization. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

See More from Hand}':manlawns com ,..... ..... .----
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Handyman lawns.com 12 19 PM 

Re: Paternity Documents Request 

To: Erin We,m 

OK, thank you Erin. Is there a ''temporary" paternity for adjudication that may have been filed in August sometime of 
2019? 

Tyce Bonjorno 
512-579-1329 
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Erin Werth 
RE: Paternity Documents Request 

To: Handyman,awns.com 

113PM 

Unless it is written in another Order in the case I don't see an Order just for Temporary either. 

Erin 

From: HandY-manlawns.com . <1yceanthonY.@me.com> 
Sent: Monday, June 23, 2025 12:19 PM 
To: Erin Werth <Erin.Werth@kscourts.goV> 
Subject: Re: Paternity Documents Request 

C~UTfON: This email originated from outside the organization--:Do not click links or open -
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

See More from Handv.manlawns.com 
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See More frorr Hand 

Handyman lawns.com 
Re: Paternity Documents Request 

To: Erin Vert.., 

Siri Found a Contact 

Thank you Erin 

Tyce Bonjorno 
512-579-1329 

1·26PM 

Add 

Case 6:25-cv-01163-HLT-GEB     Document 6-2     Filed 08/04/25     Page 9 of 10



KANSAS CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES 
PO BOX 497 
TOPEKA, KS 86601-0497 

JULY 17, 2025 

023080 

KANSAS CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES 
PO BOX 497 
TOPEKA, KS 66601-0497 
PHON E(S)(888) 757 -2445 

** CONT ACT ADDRESS ABOVE ** 

250707 

T63 P1 
TYCE BONJORNO 
605 W SOUTH ST UNIT 271 
LEANDER TX 78641-5402 

h I• 11 • 1 • 1 • • 1 • 1I • I •1 • 1111• 1 • 111 h • 1I1I1•1•11I11I1111•1111I, 1 '•II· 

SSN CASt: NUMBER • 
0003543704 

LOCAL ID 
224 

PAST DUE AMOUNT CLAIMED • 
$905.00 (NON-TANF) 

The agency identified above has determined that you owe past-due child and/or spousal support. Our records 
show that you owe at least the amount shown above. If your case was submitted to the United States 
Department of the Treasury for collection in the past, this amount is subject to collection at any time by 
Administrative Offset and/or Federal Tax Refund Offset. If your case has not already been submitted to the 
United States Department of the Treasury and you do not pay in full within 30 days from the date of this notice, 
this amount will be referred for collection by Administrative Offset and/or Federal Tax Refund Offset. Under 
Administrative Offset (31 U.S.C.3716), certain Federal payments that might otherwise be paid to you will be 
intercepted, either in whole or in part, to pay past-due child and/or spousal support. Under Federal Tax Refund 
Offset (42 U.S.C.664;26 U.S.C.6402), any Federal Income Tax Refund to which you may be entitled will be 
intercepted to satisfy your debt. The amount of your past-due support will also be reported to consumer 
reporting agencies. 

If you owe or owed arrearages of child support in an amount exceeding $2,500, the agency identified above will 
certify your debt to the State Department pursuant to 42 USC 654(31). Once you are certified, the Secretary of 
State will refuse to issue a passport to you, and may revoke, restrict or limit a passport that was previously 
issued. 

Your debt will remain subject to Federal Tax Refund Offset, Administrative Offset, and/or passport certification 
until it is paid in full. Important: If you owe current support, any further arrears accruing due to payments 
missed may be added to your debt and will be subject to collection by Federal Tax Refund Offset and/or 
A!:lministrative Offset now or in the future without fu_rther notice. To determine additional amounts owed or the 
total amount past-due which the agency has submitted for collection, you may contact us at the address or -
phone number listed above. 

You have a right to contest our determination that this amount of past-due support is owed, and you may 
request an administrative review. To request an administrative review, you must contact us at the address or 
phone number listed above within 30 days of the date of this notice. If your support order was not issued in our 
state, we can conduct the review or, if you prefer, the review can be conducted in the state that issued the 
support order. If you request, we will contact that state within 10 days after we receive your request and you 
will be notified of the time and place of your administrative review by the state that issued the order. All 
requests for administrative review, or any questions regarding this notice or your debt, must be made by 
contacting the agency identified above. 

If you are married, filing a joint income tax return, and you incurred this debt separately from your spouse, who 
has no legal responsibility for the debt and who has income and withholding and/or estimated tax payments, 
your spouse may be entitled to receive his or her portion of any joint Federal Tax Refund. If your spouse meets 
these criteria, he or she may receive his or her portion of the joint refund by filing a Form 8379 - Injured Spouse 
Claim and Allocation. Form 8379 should be attached to the top of the Form 1040 or 1040A when you file, or 
filed according to other instructions as indicated on the Form 8379. 

250707-023080 
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EXHIBITB 

July 11, 2025 Order from Judge Meryl Wilson 

This order denies Plaintiff's emergency motions without a hearing or notice, falsely asserting 

paternity had been adjudicated. It enforces void orders and demonstrates judicial misconduct 

under color of law. 
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Court: 

Case Number: 

Case Title: 

Type: 

ELECTRONICALLY FILED 
2025 Jul 11 PM 2:52 

CLERK OF THE RUSH COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE NUMBER: 2018-DM-000019 

Pl I COMPLIANT 

Rush County District Court 

2018-DM-000019 

Tyce Bonjorno vs. Tara Lynn Jennings 

ORD: Order (Generic) Order and Memorandum of 
the Court 

SO ORDERED, 

/s/ Honorable Meryl D. Wilson, District 
Court Judge 

Electronically signed on 2025-07-11 14:52:03 page 1 of 5 
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TYCE A. BONJORNO, Individually 

and as Father and Next Friend of 

DOMINIC A. BONJORNO, 

INDI L. BONJORNO, and 

HENDRIX A. BONJORNO Petitioners 

Vs 

TARA L. JENNINGS Respondent 

Case no. 2018-DM-0019 

ORDER and MEMORANDUM of the COURT 

Petitioner filed his prose Motion for Relief from Void Judgement 

on July 4th, 2025. Said motion now comes before the court for 

disposition. There are no appearances. 

This case has a long history, which has included multiple 

motions, hearings, orders and judges. Petitioner now alleges the 
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order of March 30, 2020 is a void judgement for the following 

reasons: 1. Lack of Jurisdiction 

2. No adjudication of paternity 

3. Lack of due process 

LACK OF JURISDICTION 

Petitioner claims that Kansas and Rush County lacked 

jurisdiction when the Honorable Judge Bruce Gatterman entered his 

Memorandum and Decision, and subsequent Parenting Plan. 
Apparently, the petitioner has forgotten his verified petition filed 

September 24th, 2018 which states: 

"jurisdiction and venue are proper in Rush County Kansas" 

Respondent never denied jurisdiction and the petitioner at 

numerous hearings never objected to this court having jurisdiction. 

The order of March 30, 2020 was never appealed and the time for 

the appeal has long since expired. Almost eight years after filing his 

petition he now seeks to challenge jurisdiction. As a general rule 
jurisdiction can be challenged at any time however in this case it 

was the petitioner that selected the venue. It is clear from the 

pleadings and orders that Rush County Kansas had jurisdiction in 

2018 and continues to have jurisdiction in 2025. 

NO ADJUDICATION OF PATERNITY 

Once again the petitioner has failed to review his own verified 

petition which states: 

"he is the natural father of the minor children" 
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Petitioner now claims he never signed a voluntary 

acknowledgement of paternity. This court finds that the verified 

petition is a signed voluntary acknowledgement. A review of Judge 

Gatterrnan's order of July 16, 2020, states: 

" ... that paternity has already been established and neither party 

shall bring the issue before the court again." 

No appeal to this order was filed and time for appeal has expired. 

LACK OR DUE PROCESS 

Petitioner alleges he has been denied Due Process. On August 2, 

2024, the Honorable Judge James Fleetwood entered his order 

which reflected a hearing held on July 29, 2024. Judge Fleetwood 

stated: 

"this case has a long history of contentious litigation ... driven 

by the petitioner ... " 

Judge Fleetwood further found that the petitioner has misused and 

abused the court system and judicial process by using it solely for 
the purpose of harassing and punishing the respondent. The order 

of August 2, 2024, was never appealed and the time for appeal has 

expired. This order states: 

"The clerk of the court will not, nor will any staff of the court set 

any matter for hearing brought by the petitioner until after the 

petitioner pays in full the bill invoiced June 5, 2024 by Law Office of 

Donald E. Anderson for services rendered by Audra Asher in the 

amount of $807.56 ... The petitioner must also pay $5,000.00 to 

Case 6:25-cv-01163-HLT-GEB     Document 6-3     Filed 08/04/25     Page 5 of 8



counsel as a retainer fee for the respondent's selected attorney in 

advance of setting any further pleadings for hearing ... " 

Due Process requires that a party be provided a hearing with 

adequate notice. Petitioner has been provided numerous hearings, 

allowed to present evidence and testimony and he has received 

adequate notice. 

For the reasons stated herein and a review of the courts file the 

petitioner's motion is denied. THE COURT FURTHER ORDERS the 

children shall be returned to Kansas and to the respondent 

persuant to the previous orders issued in the District Court of Rush 

County Kansas. Should the petitioner fail to return the minor 

children to the respondent, the court will order appropriate 
sanctions. 

IT IS SO ORDERED 
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KANSAS CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES 
PO BOX 497 
TOPEKA, KS 66601-0497 

JULY 17, 2025 

023080 

KANSAS CHILO SUPPORT SERVICES 
PO BOX497 
TOPEKA, KS 66601-0497 
PHONE(S)(888) 757-2445 

° CONTACT ADDRESS ABOVE** 

250707 

T63 P1 
TYCE BONJORNO 
605 W SOUTH ST UNIT 271 
LEANDER TX 78641-5402 

h 1•11 •I' I'' I, 11 • 1 • 1 •'III•'•' I'" .11," 'I' I) 11111, 11,,, 111. •'•II• 

SSN CASE NUMBER 
0003543704 

LOCAL 10 
224 

PASl' DUE AMOUNT CLAIMED 
$905.00 (NON-TANF) 

The agency identified above has determined that you owe past-due child and/or spousal support. Our records 
show that you owe at least the amount shown above. If your case was submitted to the United States 
Department of the Treasury for collection in the past, this amount is subject to collection at any time by 
Administrative Offset and/or Federal Tax Refund Offset. If your case has not already been submitted to the 
United States Department of the Treasury and you do not pay in full within 30 days from the date of this notice, 
this amount will be referred for collection by Administrative Offset and/or Federal Tax Refund Offset. Under 
Administrative Offset (31 U.S.C.3716), certain Federal payments that might otherwise be paid to you will be 
intercepted, either in whole or in part, to pay past-due child and/or spousal support. Under Federal Tax Refund 
Offset (42 U.S.C.664;26 U.S.C.6402), any Federal Income Tax Refund to which you may be entitled will be 
intercepted to satisfy your debt. The amount of your past-due support will also be reported to consumer 
reporting agencies. 

If you owe or owed arrearages of child support in an amount exceeding $2,500, the agency identified above will 
certify your debt to the State Department pursuant to 42 USC 654(31 ). Once you are certified, the Secretary of 
State will refuse to issue a passport to you, and may revoke, restrict or limit a passport that was previously 
issued. 

Your debt will remain subject to Federal Tax Refund Offset, Administrative Offset, and/or passport certification 
until it is paid in full. Important: If you owe current support, any further arrears accruing due to payments 
missed may be added to your debt and will be subject to collection by Federal Tax Refund Offset and/or 
Administrative Offset now or in the future without further notice. To determine additional amounts owed or the 
total amount past-due which the agency has submitted for collection, you may contact us at the address or - -
phone number listed above. 

You have a right to contest our determination that this amount of past-due support is owed, and you may 
request an administrative review. To request an administrative review, you must contact us at the address or 
phone number listed above within 30 days of the date of this notice. If your support order was not issued in our 
state, we can conduct the review or, if you prefer, the review can be conducted in the state that issued the 
support order. If you request, we will contact that state within 10 days after we receive your request and you 
will be notified of the time and place of your administrative review by the state that issued the order. All 
requests for administrative review. or any questions regarding this notice or your debt, must be made by 
contacting the agency identified above. 

If you are married, filing a joint income tax return, and you incurred this debt separately from your spouse, who 
has no legal responsibility for the debt and who has income and withholding and/or estimated tax payments, 
your spouse may be entitled to receive his or her portion of any joint Federal Tax Refund. If your spouse meets 
these criteria, he or she may receive his or her portion of the joint refund by filing a Form 8379 - Injured Spouse 
Claim and Allocation. Form 8379 should be attached to the top of the Form 1040 or 1040A when you file, or 
filed according to other instructions as indicated on the Form 8379. 

250707-023080 
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KANSAS CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES 
PO BOX 497 
TOPEKA, KS 66601-0497 

JULY 17, 2025 

023080 

KANSAS CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES 
PO BOX497 
TOPEKA, KS 66601-0497 
PHONE(S)(888) 757-2445 

*" CONTACT ADDRESS ABOVE** 

250707 

T63 P1 
TYCE BONJORNO 
605 W SOUTH ST UNIT 271 
LEANDER TX 78641-5402 
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SSN CASE NUMBER 
0003543704 

LOCAL 10 
224 

PASl' DUE AMOUNT CLAIMED 
$905.00 (NON-TANF) 

The agency identified above has determined that you owe past-due child and/or spousal support. Our records 
show that you owe at least the amount shown above. If your case was submitted to the United States 
Department of the Treasury for collection in the past, this amount is subject to collection at any time by 
Administrative Offset and/or Federal Tax Refund Offset. If your case has not already been submitted to the 
United States Department of the Treasury and you do not pay in full within 30 days from the date of this notice, 
this amount will be referred for collection by Administrative Offset and/or Federal Tax Refund Offset. Under 
Administrative Offset (31 U.S.C.3716), certain Federal payments that might otherwise be paid to you will be 
intercepted, either in whole or in part, to pay past-due child and/or spousal support. Under Federal Tax Refund 
Offset (42 U.S.C.664;26 U.S.C.6402), any Federal Income Tax Refund to which you may be entitled will be 
intercepted to satisfy your debt. The amount of your past-due support will also be reported to consumer 
reporting agencies. 

If you owe or owed arrearages of child support in an amount exceeding $2,500, the agency identified above will 
certify your debt to the State Department pursuant to 42 USC 654(31). Once you are certified, the Secretary of 
State will refuse to issue a passport to you, and may revoke, restrict or limit a passport that was previously 
issued. 

Your debt will remain subject to Federal Tax Refund Offset, Administrative Offset, and/or passport certification 
until it is paid in full. Important: If you owe current support, any further arrears accruing due to payments 
missed may be added to your debt and will be subject to collection by Federal Tax Refund Offset and/or 
Administrative Offset now or in the future without further notice. To determine additional amounts owed or the 
total amount past-due which the agency has submitted- for collection-, you may contact us at the address or -­
phone number listed above. 

You have a right to contest our determination that this amount of past-due support is owed, and you may 
request an administrative review. To request an administrative review, you must contact us at the address or 
phone number listed above within 30 days of the date of this notice. If your support order was not issued in our 
state, we can conduct the review or, if you prefer, the review can be conducted in the state that issued the 
support order. If you request, we will contact that state within 10 days after we receive your request and you 
will be notified of the time and place of your administrative review by the state that issued the order. All 
requests for administrative review, or any questions regarding this notice or your debt, must be made by 
contacting the agency identified above. 

If you are married, filing a joint income tax return, and you incurred this debt separately from your spouse, who 
has no legal responsibility for the debt and who has income and withholding and/or estimated tax payments, 
your spouse may be entitled to receive his or her portion of any joint Federal Tax Refund. If your spouse meets 
these criteria, he or she may receive his or her portion of the joint refund by filing a Form 8379 - Injured Spouse 
Claim and Allocation. Form 8379 should be attached to the top of the Form 1040 or 1040A when you file, or 
filed according to other instructions as indicated on the Form 8379. 

250707-023080 
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EXHIBITC 

Plaintiff's Motion for Relief from Judgment and Supplemental Motion (State Court Filings) 

Filed in July 2025, these motions challenge the March 30, 2020 order as void due to the absence 

of paternity adjudication. They request emergency relief, which was denied without any hearing. 
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ELECTRONICALLY FILED 
IJT/fIT/2025 \:07:54 PM Cel'hi Stll'ldald Time 

CLERK OF THE RUSH COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE NUMBER: 2016-0M-000019 

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF RUSH COUNTY, KANSAS 

Tyce Bonjorno. 

Petitioner, 

v. 

Tara Jennings, 
Respondent. 

CaseNo. 2018-DM-000019 

MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM JUDGMENT 

Pursuant to K.S.A. 60·260(b)(4) 

(Void Judgment: No Adjudicated Paternity. No Due Process) 

COMES NOW the Petitioner, Tyce Bonjorno, pro se, and respectfully moves this 

Honorable Coun for relief from the Memorandum Decision and Order entered on March 30, 

2020, pursuant to KS.A. 60-260(b)(4), which mirrors Fed. R. Civ. P. 60(b)(4). This motion is 

based on the fact that the O£der is void for lack of jurisdiction, absence of paternity adjudication, 

and multiple violations of «>nstitutional due process protections, 

L STATEMENT OF FACTS 

I. On March 30, 2020, the Court entered an order stating: 

"The Court finds there has been a temJ)Omy adjudication of paternity." 

1 
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2. That statement is false. No temporary or permanent adjudication of paternity exists in the 

court rewrd. 

3. Petitioner never ~gned a Voluntary Aclcnowledgment of Paternity (VAP). and no hearing 

was ever held to lawfully adjudicate paternity. 

4. On June 21, 2025, the Rush County Court Clerk confinned in writing that no paternity 

adjudication and no signed VAP are present for the three minor children: 

-Hendrix Bonjorno 

- lndi Bonjorno 

- Dominic Bonjorno 

5. Despite this. the March 30, 2020 Order imposed child support obligations, awarded 

custody; and triggered h;mg-tenn enforcement-all without legal basis. 

II. LEGAL GROUNDS FOR RELIEF 

6. A judgment is void if the court lacked jurisdiction or constitutional authority. 

State ex rel. SRS v. Castro, 235 Kan. 704, 708 (1984) 

7. Void judgments are nullities and must be treated as though they never existed: 

In re Marriage of Welliver, 257 Kan. 259, 262 (1994) 

8. K.S.A. 23-2208 requires that paternity be established via court order or signed VAP before 

custody or child support may be imposed. 

9. In In re Ma"iage of Ross, 245 Kan. 591. 783 P.2d 331 (1989), the Kansas Supreme Court 

confirmed that no paternal obligations may be imposed without fonnal adjudication or 

acknowledgment. 

2 
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10.As reiterated by the 10th Circuit: 

.. A judgment entered without proper jurisdiction is void and must be vacated." 

United States v. Rich-Metals Co .. 168 F. 2d 107, 108 (10th Cir. 1948) 

11. This includes all derivative orders-support, custody, garnishments, tax seizures-built 

upon false adjudication 

Ill. CONSTITUTIONAL VIOLATIONS 

The continued enforcement of custody and support obligations without lawful adjudication of 

paternity violates multiple provisions of the U.S. Constitution: 

• Substantive Due Process (14th Amendment): 

Protects fundamental rights from arbitrary government interference-especially the right to 

family integrity and parental status. The state may not impose legal fatherhood or parental 

obligations without legal foundation. 

Stanley v. 1/Jinois, 405 U.S. 645 (1972) - Held that an unwed father is constitutionally 

entitled to a hearing on his fitness before being stripped of parental rights. 

• Procedural Due Process (14th Amendment): 

Requires that before depriving a person of life, liberty, or property, the state must provide 

adequate notice and a meaningful opportunity to be heard. 

Mullane v. Central Hanover Bank. 339 US. 306 (1950) - HeJd that fundamental fairness 

demands actual, timely notice and a chance to defend one's rights. 

• Equa1 Protection Clause (14th Amendment): 

Forbids the government from treating similarly situated individuals differently without a 

legitimate basis. Here, Petitioner is being burdened with legal and financial obligations not 

imposed on others Jacking adjudicated paternity. 

3 
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• Fifth Amendment - Takings Clause: 

Prohibits the government from seizing private property-such as tax refunds or wages­

without lawful justification or due process oflaw. 

Armstrong v. United States. 364 U.S. 40 (1960) - Reinforced that financial takings by the 

government require just cause and legal process. 

• State-Created Danger Doctrine (14th Amendment): 

When the state, through affinnative actions, places an individual in greater danger than they 

would otherwise face, it violates the Due Process Clause. 

DeShaney v. Winnebago CounJy, 489 U.S. 189 (1989) - While the government is not 

always required to protect, it cannot actively make a situation worse through misuse of its 

power. Enforcing a void order and ignoring evidence of falsity heightens Petitioner's legal 

and financial danger. 

IV. VOIDNESS OF FUTURE ORDERS 

13.All orders entered after March 30, 2020-including those in 2021, 2022, 2023, and beyond 

-are void ab initio. 

As reaffimted in In re Marriage of Welliver, 251 Kan. 259,262, 869 P.2d 653 (1994): 

"A void judgment is a nullity and subject to attack at any time. It is a complete nullity and 

without any lega) effect ... 

As stated in State ex re]. Secretary of SRS v. Castro. 235 Kan. 704, 708 (I 984): 

"A void judgment is a nullity and may be vacated at any time. It is as though it never existed." 

And as emphasized by the Tenth Circuit in Federal Trade Commission v. Kuykendllll. 371 F.3d 

745, 752 (10th Cir. 2004) (en bane): 

4 
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"A void judgment is not entitled to the respect accorded a valid adjudication. It is not entitled to 

enforcement and is not entitled to res judicata effect." 

V. JUDICIAL IMMUNITY DISCLAIMER 

14.Petitioner affirms that this motion does not seek monetary damages against any judge. 

15.However, judicial immunity does not shield enforcement of a void judgment. See Stump v. 

Sparkman, 435 U.S. 349, 356-57 (1978); Rankin v. Howard, 633 F.2d 844 (9th Cir. 1980). 

16.AJl four judges who have entered or enforced post-2020 orders based on the March 30, 

2020 void judgment did so without valid jurisdiction. 

17.Each future action relying on the 2020 order is null and void, regardless of the presiding 

judge. 

VI. FEDERAL LITIGATION NOTICE 

18.On June 23, 2025, Petitioner filed a Judicial Notice in Bonjorno v. Kansas DCF, Case No. 

6:25-cv-01042-JWB-GEB (D. Kan.), alening the federal court of: 

• the false March 30, 2020 adjudication; 

• systemic denial of due process; 

• ongoing unconstitutional enforcement under color oflaw. 

20. This motion will be attached to the federal docket as further evidence of void state action 

and preserved for future § 1983 claims. 
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VII. JUDICIAL INTEGRITY AND IMPROPER CURE ATTEMPTS 

16.The Petitioner acknowledges that the Court may be tempted to retroactively justify the 

March 30, 2020 Order or deny this motion without a full review of the record. Petitioner 

respectfully submits that such approaches would only compound the constitutional harm 

and increase potential JiabiJity under federal Jaw. 

17.lmpropcr or illegitimate attempts to fix the 2020 Order include: 

• a. Retroactive Justification 

Suggesting that the Court's 2020 reference to a .. temporary adjudication" was harmless, 

implied, or later confinned is unsupportable. As held in Welliver and Castro, a void 

judgment is a legal nullity. It cannot be cured retroactively and must be vacated. Any 

attempt to validate it after the fact risks collateral estoppel and § 1983 exposure. 

• b. Denial Without Explanation 

A summary denial of this motion-despite clear evidence that no paternity adjudication 

occurred-would constitute a procedural due process violation, expose the court to state­

created danger liability, and could be deemed wilJful misconduct under 42 US.C. § 1983. 

The record shows ongoing enforcement based solely on a false foundation. 

• c. Assertion of .. Off-Record" or Informal Findings 

The Rush County Clerk has confirmed no adjudication or Voluntary Acknowledgment of 

Paternity exists. Any judicial suggestion of an undocumented or oral adjudication would 

itself violate due process, fabricate legal authority, and create additional grounds for federal 

claims of judicial impropriety and constitutional deprivation. 

18.These risks further support Petitioner's request that this Court take appropriate corrective 

action to vacate the March 30, 2020 Order and restore the integrity of the court's record 

before further harm is done. 
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VIIL NOTICE OF H:EIGIITENED LEGAL CONSEQUENCES IF DENIED 

Petitioner respectfully notifies this Court that denial of this Rule 60(b)(4) motion-despite the 

absence of any paternity adjudication or signed acknowledgment-would knowingly uphold a 

void judgment in violation of clearly established constitutional rights. 

Any such denial may be construed as willful misconduct, waiving judicial immunity and 

exposing the Court to further scrutiny under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. See Rankin v. Howard, 633 F.2d 

844 (9th Cir. 1980). 

Petitioner has preserved this issue for federal review in two pending civil actions and will seek 

all appropriate remedies if this Court fails to vacate the March 30, 2020 order in full. 

IX. PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Petitioner respectfully requests this Court: 

1. VACATE the March 30, 2020 Memorandum Decision and Order in full under K.S.A. 

6()..260(b)(4); 

2. DECLARE VOID all subsequent orders stemming from the 2020 judgment, including child 

support, custody orders, garnishments, and tax enforcement; 

3. UPDATE THE RECORD to reflect that no paternity adjudication or signed VAP exists; 

4. ENJOIN FURTHER ENFORCEMENT until lawful adjudication occurs under KS.A 

23-2208; 

5. ACKNOWLEDGE TIDS MOTION as an opportunity to correct the record before funher 

liability is imposed under 42 U.S.C. § 1983. 

7 
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6. Recognize that continued enforcement of a void judgment may subject all actors, including 

judicial officers, to exposure under prevailing constitutional standards. 

HEARING REQUEST AND SCHEDULING REQUIREMENT 

Petitioner respectfully requests that this Court schedule a hearing on this Motion for Relief from 

Judgment at the earliest available date. in accordance with K.S.A. 60-206(c). Under Kansas law, 

any hearing on a written motion must be preceded by at least five (5) days' advance notice unless 

the Coun orders otherwise. Petitioner requests that such hearing be set promptly, with due notice, 

to ensure compliance with due process and to allow the record to be corrected without further 

delay. The urgency of this matter-given the absence of any lawful paternity adjudication and 

the risk of continued unconstitutional enforcement-warrants expedited judicial review. 

Respectfully submitted, 
June 27, 2025 

Isl Tyce Bonjorno 
Tyce Bonjorno 
Pro Se Petitioner 
605 W. South Street, Suite 271 
Leander, TX 78641 
(512) 579-1329 
tyceanthony@me com 

X. EXHIBITS 

Exhibit A- Cleric Confirmation of No Paternity Adjudication 

Petitioner attaches as Exhibit A. File Judicial Notice with the Federal Court for the District of 

Kansas which includes the written confirmation from the Rush County Court Clerk dated June 

21, 2025, which affirms that no adjudicated patemity order or signed Voluntary Acknowledgment 

of Paternity (VAP) exists for any of the three minor children named in this case. This 
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documentation conclusively proves that the March 30, 2020 Order was entered without legal 

foundation and must be vacated as void. 

See In re Marriage of Welliver, 257 Kan. 259, 262 (1994); State ex rel. SRS v. Castro. 235 Kan. 

704, 708 (1984). 

Exhibit B - Petitioner's Formal Legal Notice to State Officials 

Petitioner also attaches as Exhibit B the formal legal notice sent to Kansas DCF. Child Support 

Selvices, the Kansas Attorney General, and the United States Attorney for the District of Kansas. 

This notice advises state and federal officials of the constirutional violations arising from 

enforcement of a void judgment. and places them on notice of additional federal claims under 42 

U.S.C. § 1983. The inclusion of this exhibit further suppons the urgency and seriousness of 

correcting the record in this Court. 

XI. CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Motion for Relief from Judgment 

Pursuant to K.S.A. 60-260(bX4), including Exhibits A and B, was served on the following party 

on June 27, 2025. via Rush County Court 

Tara Jennings 

Service clirectect to the Clerk of the District Coort of Rush County, Kansas, pursuant to K.S.A. 

60-20S(b)(2). due to Respondent's refusal to disclose her residential address as required under 

Kansas law. 

Notice of Address Withholding and Prior Motions: 

Petitioner notes that Respondent Tara Jennings has changed residences on at least three occasions 

since the entry of the void Man:h 30, 2020 order. without providing the statutorily required thirty 
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(30) days' notice of relocation as mandated by Kansas law governing material changes in 

circumstances. Petitioner filed multiple motions requesting disclosure of Respondent's 

residential address for purposes of lawful notice, service, and to protect the best interest of the 

minor children. Despite clear evidence and legal suppon, the Court has repeatedly denied those 

motions without explanation, effectively concealing the location of the children and obstructing 

Petitioner's due process rights. 

Accordingly, all filings and service efforts have been directed to the Clerk of the Court until such 

time as Respondent's address is properly disclosed or compelled by court order. 

Service complies with K. S.A. 60-205 and relevant Kansas Rules of Civil Procedure. 

Respectfully submitted, 
June 27, 2025 

Isl Tyce Bonjorno 
Tyce Bonjorno 
Pro Se Petitioner 
605 W. South Street, Suite 271 
Leander, TX 78641 
(512) 579-1329 
Tyceanthony@me.com 
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7/4/2025 12:03 PM 

I 1<'tiri<1,•1L'l: 

Tara Jennings 
l<n].'rmdr!f!/. 

P.ECEIVED 07 !04/20:'5 11: ::tel ne:::.:.:Jz.:: 14~ 
FROM: Ottice Depot #6822 P. 1 / 17 

IN THE: DISTRICT COl:RT OF Rt:SH COr\TY, h:...\NSAS 

Sl'l'l'LI;:MENT TO PLAINTJfF'S «lL£ 6U(bH4\ M(HlO\ FQR R£UEF FROM H)W 

Jl'DGMENT 

C0\1ES MiW Pc1itioner !\Te A. Bonim110. pro ;;e. ~nd rc~nectfu!k :::.ubmig this ,.11np!cm(:n1 tn 

his pending Rule 60(hll4) \lotion for Relief from \c1id .ludgment. lilNl on .lunl' 27. 202~. Thh 

supµleme11tal memurandum n:.infon:-t:s the constilutional and statulnry 1·iolations at issue and 

demands immediate judicial action under Kansas law. 

,f' rile cnu11 that rendered it l,,cked jurisdidiun (in·r t ill' panics or the 5Ltlijcct nrntler 111 uckd i11 a 

manner i11consi!ilent with due µroce\S •• ln rt.'. .\1orriirge o/ fH,flin·i: 860 P2d {)53. 657 (K~11 Cl 

App. 11>04) 

FiLED B'{ 
1-4~aDz 

Fr .~/'r.,.l 
' l' .... "(/"" 

I i:,~uLV-
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REC:ElVEii Cf? / 04 / 2025 11: 30 17852:2227 48 RH CU LlJUl·'. I 
7/4/202~ 12:03 PM FROM: Office Depot K6822 P. 2 / 17 

Here. the March 30. 2020 order fal sely asserted that pa1crnity was a4iuclicatc.d, but 110 

adjudication of paternirl' ever nccmrcd The R11!;h Countv Crn111 Clerk has conti1111ed that no 

patcmi1y order 1,)1' ~i~ncd \ ;i,lunt;m .. \clnou·l1'd\~'1wn1 nf Parem,iv (\APl l'\isr:;. lht·r~1\,rt:. the 

Ii. l)l'.E PROCESS RtQr!RES A 1-IEAR!:\G--\OT SILE\T DE\"IAL 

It i~ a vioia,ion of the f'ouncenth Amendmem and Kansis pm<.:edurai lnw im ,he Crnm ro i~s11t 

or uphold any order \1,,i1hrn1t ~,ranting. Peti1ioner hearing. "Where a 1,:111~· is denied the 

h111her, "due pmn~~s requires notict nnd an opportuniry w Ile heard ,11· ,i 111e,rnin1;;fo! time and in 

a n1t:auing1ui m ,rn111::r " .)1111,.· ,.: .,11od~mh. ·lo K,m . :\pp. 2d ,_::_; _ :;32 <~iii i 1 . .-\ rul111~ ,m 

Ill. THE COl'RT HAS A LEGAL 0l 'l'Y TO Rrt.F. PROMPTLY 

Howe,·er. Petitioner respectf1.1JI~.- as»ens \ha1 1his matter cannot wuit 120 days. as enforc:cmenl or 

11 voidjud~;i11ent constitu1es ongoing constitutional injury each day it rcmi.ins in t'ffert 

F1.1,1hermnre. undl.'r 14: SA ] n. , I(('. ;ill K ~nc;;1s ju{lges :1re ~1.1bjert 1r:, 1he Kansil~ ('(1tk of Judicinl 

Cnn<ill(' t whic.h rr.quirc~ 1mparti11l irv. 1ir11~l int'~~ ~"d rr~pert fpr !i1i1.rnnt< c<>ns1 itt.1tinn~I ric>ht~ 
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7/4/2025 12:03 PM 
RECEIVED 07 /0412025 11: 30 178~:.e:'..!:.::L / 4~: 

FROM: 0££ice Depot "6822 P. 3 / 17 

• C~non 2, Rule 25(A)· ··A judge shall perform judicial and administrnthe duties C0mpetentlv 

;ind dil igent!\' ... 

• Cano11 1. !<ult':, 6u~) ·A judge ~hc1ll r1crnnl 10 t:H\I\' per-:; tm 11i111 lii1S ,1 kual 1111e1b 1 in~ 

IV . . JrDiCIAL Dl'TY TO fXP£l)iT£ DIERG£~CY CO\STliTTiO\:\L \lOTiO\S 

Peti1ioner·s Rule oO(h)H,1 \fo1iun, now ,,;uppl~mented and rt'qt1t's!eu 10 oc t:rnweneJ ro 1111 

Emergency Motion. acldre\Se!. ongoing constit111ional hmm and the enfon:ernent of a \ C\id mder. 

Kansas muns h;ive rectig,111zcd th:u .. a c.:ou11 has 1101 only 1he authorit~.• hut 1he nbli gal1L1n lti 

prompti~: addres~ mori,,ns implicarin~ llngni11g cons1itu1ionai ,·ioialit,ns •• 

consistt111· ··A pany is entitled [o an e\pe.ditl·d ht:aring whc::re file (lngoiug de-pri,·c1iiun or 

constitutional rights is alleged·- See hH!llln 1: \hei·iJ1. 407 L S 6 7. 81'> ( I C)7}J: IJrnd \' Hurn~. 

\'. u ;·rnoRr7 . .Yl'!O'.\ TO SlPPl.E\'iE\T :\\D F\J'.\.\D DIERGE\C\ iH:LlEF 

lt£()t:ESTS 
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7/4/2025 12 : 03 PH 
P.ECEIVED 07/04/2025 ll:30 liti~:..;.::.:.:141:1 

FROM : Office Depot ff6822 P . 4 / 17 

rhis ~upplement provide~: 

f :pclmcd fact, /curre-111 cusmdY s1atusJ: 

• Expanded le•g~I :e111thnr1t~· frir cmergenc~1 r.onn,.rsinn: ~mi 

Any ancmpt to dismiss or ignurc 1hi~ supplcmcma! i:nwrgcncy filing without ruling \Hlltld itsdt' 

?eririont'r fnr th~ record !hat m1 'ilillC reml!c!:i,: rc1m1im available. adequa1e. or dYec1ivt: 

,\b~ttnrion clrK.irincs ~11ch as 'i\itr11ge.r or ltool.:er-F('ldmnn do not ap1)ly ht'Cm.i~<' 1hr _iudg.m~·nt :n 

question is mid ah initin. and Pc:titioner hai; been categorically denied access 10 a mt'.aningful 

state forum Th,~ Cou,fs failure tt1 rul e. or to rnrrec;t a fabricated ;md _1 uri~dio:1ionlcsii lnclcr. 

!,!llar.Ullt"e~ 1bc11 lt'.dl•rnl rnit:1\· will prc11.:eed unirnpeded 

VI. FAILl;RE: TO \'AC,\TE Til£ Jl.'DG:\1E:\T NfAY TRiGGER fE:DER.-\L 

CO:-iSEQVE~CES 

prnc~dural and suhstantive d11e- proces~. 

\ 'IL R£Ql '£ST TO CO\YEJff TO E:\·l[RGE~CY !\·IOTIO:\ :\:"d> ,H IJlCl .-\1. 

DtS()l'.\LIF!C,\TIO\ FOR Jl'RJSDtCTIO~.\L ,11sco~orcT 
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RECEIVED 07/04/2025 11: 36 1785'.:222'/ t.\t'-
7/4/2025 12:03 PM FROM : Office Depot "6822 P . 5 / 17 

Defendants and state agencies continue to enforce a void order•- including for a child Peti tioner 

i!i m,t kg~ll~• or biologirnl!y obligated l'o suppt11i 

precedenl, a judge \1ho continues 10 act in reliance on a \'Oid order acis in the cnmplcte abs~1H.:t: 

occurred Conlinued enfon:emenl or failure IO vacate !ht' \·Piel nrdl'1 wn~tituti:~ _judicial 

m1!.co11duc1. ilt:l'ionable under l<. .S !\ 21).} 102 and C,rnon I., Rule I I of 1he Kan~a!, t 't,dc of' 

.iuclil:iai Conduct. 

,·alid m1,tion from a party. and h:i!:etl ~olely on an order now challenger! as \'(lid. will he tremed 

VIII. ADOITIO/\iAL Fr.Of.RAJ. NOTICE ANO RF:SF.RV-\TJO'; OF .st.:rrLE\ffYfAL 

rs£ 
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RECEIVED 07/ 04/2025 11:30 17852:22748 PH CO \.,'I.Ju-it 
7/4/2025 12:03 PM FROM: Office Depot «6822 P. 6 / 17 

Thi~ Coun's de,·ision-----or failure 10 decidt:-·-··will he presented as prnof of institutional 

~o in 1he co1'.1plctc absence of _1urisdict ion. and therefore forfeit all claims l ll judicial i111111uni 1y 

under .\111t11JJ, /·nrn.·s1e1: and .\ Ii rein 

f nnri nued silence or i1111ction b~· 1his Coun is nm mere delii~· -- i t is a~:rivt' cnnrtalmenl 1ir 

known , ·iolatinns nnd will he 1rcmcrt :I\ rnd1 ir. fcdcrnl li1iga1inn. 

I'\ . PRl::EMPTIYE ~OTlCE OF SfLECTl\'E E"iFOR('U:IF~T .-\\'!) 

CO~STITliTIONAL OBSTRL:CTIO~, 

Petitioner respectfully places this Court <m l'ormal notice that the opposing panv. Tara Jennings. 

would b:1,·e no lawfi.11 basis without a , ·alid .iudgmcnt :\n'i hearing on such a rnrn ion -.. without 

f.leritionP.r affinns under 0iith that hr. is rurremh· e':em"m~ !:iwful piwsic,\I ~·usti,dy 1:f thr 

r ) 
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RECEI\i!:D 07 / 04/20~5 11: 30 178522:2748 P.H CO COlfi' T 
7/4/2025 12:03 PM fROM: Office Depot M6822 P. 7 / 17 

60(b)(4) 1'•1otion and Suppkment. while $ilnultant:ou~l~· (21 granting <ir hearing any ne\\ motion 

hy the npposin!! party b11~ed on /I judgr,H'.nl that th11' Court n(\\\• l.:11011·~ 10 lit> _iw'i.,clictionall\ \ c,id. 

··A judge shai l accord tti every person wlw has a legal i rrll'r:!~1 in a proc.ced111g .. liK ; 1gin in be 

he.i:d arco, ding to law .. 

Sec- also .)/alt' 1.: S1111t~~rms. 4r., Kan App. 2d ~..!_;_ ~32 (2U 11 l (<lm: prnn:s~ require~ a mt'amngful 

opp1.1r1unitv to h~ heart! i 

~i!:(niiicam pmpcny intc.1e~1" 

Hoddtc 1: c ·01111c:ct1rni, 4{J I C .S. -~ 7 I. 3 79 t I lJ 71 ). 

or delay a~li on on Petitioner con~titutional filing:s. :,uch heha,ior will be trea ted as intr.ntional 

judicia! uhtruction. rc:n!ia:ory conduct. and selective eilfon:emcnt Lmder color (,f law. in 

violation otboth the Fuurtt:i::11ili Anieudme:111 and .;12 L S C. ~ llJ8.i 

hw:di;,gly, Pcf1tioncr itrrcby nontics tli c Cniin 1llar if an} mmion t-,y ihr (lppo~ing party is 

heard m ruled apnn before a nliin :1 i s ;ssiwd on l'l:;in;iti'"·.; Ru:t 1/1(hH'11 \f.-,;i,:i,, ~,n;I 
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selective responsivene~s by this Court will sen•e as direct evidence of systemic bias and \,illful 

s11pp1 essinn of rnnstitutional rights. 

emblematic of lhe ,ery <;tructurnl com1ption nnw 11nclt~r federal scrutiny. Tile judiciurv in Kansas 

ha~ clemon~tratec! time and again that it protects its own, C'.'cn in the face of cle.:r con!;ti tutinnal 

violations. fahncaled orders. and complt:te ab~e::n.:e ot' _iwisdi1.:lit>n. l'ditimit.'1' prt!viousiv 

submitted a derailed and well-supported Pt'tition for \:Vril of !\:Janda mus to the Kans~~ S1qwcm~' 

nrclcrs iswt·d wirhnut legal fnundaticin That petiti0n Wll~ dcnic-d without hearing. wilhOUT 

e1'planation. and without any legal iu~titicntil)n•· pn)Yin~ that Kansas courts an: no: interested in 

n:1J1edv1 ng u11lawful c011dttc-t \\ hen it implicates thc.1r mm 1udges 

The refusal to enforce constitutional right:;. despite direct e\·iclenc-e and formal tilings, exposes 

the intemai judicial complaint procl:!ss a~ a hollm, procctlmal funnulity---one dcsignc<l tu pnllcct 

and p1mccti1111ism wi ll rww be cxpu$.ed in federal court. 

This C'otu1 and ii~ judge!-i are fu1ther cautioned lha! any fuiur~ atte:npt to retroacti\ eh .. ~reatc or 

rt:lerrrict a nwH:xistem adjudicaii(ln ot' pareinitv wiil be me! "'i1h _iuditial ~:;wppd ;in<l ucattJ 

(in!\- inc~casC'- legal lia!;ilit\ undi:-r ~ I ()83 

8 
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XJ. OFJ\lA.1',iD FOR EMERGENCY RlilJNG 

A\D A f<OH\IAL "iOT!Ct OF ,IUHU:\L ·\CCOlYi'i\lHL!'IY. IV THIS \.(H kT 

REFLSES TO \'ACATE A \'OlD JU)(;\IE\T OR TO !IOLD A llEAiUV; 0:\ ,\. RLLE 

60(b)(4) \lOTIO~, IT 6ECO'.\IES COMPLICIT l:"i THE O'.'.GOl;-.;G \'JOLATIO\ GF 

t-t::UERAl.:\ND STATE LAW. 

Petitioner demands this C'ou11 rule within no more than l.:I davs from receipt. or in the 

:iltC'rnatiH_ set a hearing within 10 days. 11'., required 1Yhc11 cmcrgem:,,- relid' i:-; sought l0 halt 

unconstitutional harm. 

Peti1io11er 1·e;;1;,1\'ts ihc right to i;1i1iate li111h(:!r ,u.:lit111 under both .e L SC.~ ]<)8:\ and llw Kan~H':i 

Cummi;;~ion on Judicial Conduct 

\If. i\OT!CE TO :\LL.fl1DICIALOFnCERS: 

COi\STITl'THY\AL \'IOL-\TIO:'-i . !:\HH'\IT)' E'\DS WH£RC ffRISD!CllON [\OS. 

XIII. NOTICE REGARDING FEDERAL CHILO Cl'STODY .Jl'RISl>ICTIO'.'i A;\I) 

TEXAS DO\UClLE 

Petitione.r further as~ens th,1t hrcau,I.' ti)(' mmor children nre c111,·emlv n•~iding in Te:- ... ,1s and !lave 
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sµont? reasse11 jurisdk1io11-absent a \·alid motion from lhc oppo~ing part) ---would Yiol,lle the 

l :('C.IEA ~nd ewced the ~cope of this Cnurt\ l~wfol authnritv 

198.' . 

Continued refosal to n1catc a facial!~• \Clid order despite propcr notice and evidence places 1hc 

C.m111 ~ntl its nffkers rit risk irnder 18 {: SC -~ ~42 (Depri, ati on of Rights l:nder Color of La,,. l 

l::nch d;;y the judgment rern;iin!. in place despite ~nown invaliditY comtitu1es a separate 

w11stitutiom1I violation and \\ill be treated ~s s1.1ch i11 fedrra\ proceedings 

Petitioner t'tinhtr ,i~scris that a cc1u,1 acti n~ in lhc com pklc ab~tnct: t1rjuri:;d iL:tiu11 Ii ,;~. nu lt1,, 1\ :1 

J)O\.\er to revise. modify. or perpetuate the H)id jl1dgmcnt. Once a _judgment i~ void ab ini1io. the 

univ lawful remedy is Yacatur. See I '11ited .'iiat,•s 1: 1-;sf>i11os,1. :-59 LS 2NJ. 271 ! ?.(l IO I c· :\ void 

constitute f1111her bad-faith action under color of la\v and expose the responsihle o!licers to 

liahitiw under 42 L S C ~ 1983 and l 8 U .S C ~ 242 . 

.\I\·. FORMAL OB,IE('llON TO RE ITI~, OF CHlLlll<E~ TO THF 
STXTf OF KA\SAS BASED Oi\ nu:: l'ROCESS Y!OL\T:O:\S .\:"iD 
FEAR FOR THEIR SAFETY 

,0 

.-. , ' 
'. '. ' : : :~ 
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in accordance with the ri ghts guaranteed 10 Petitioner and his children under the l.'.nited States 

Constitution. including hLtt llCll" limii-d tn the Fou11centh Amendment's l)uc Prnc.'.CC:.~ C'!m1~c. 

\\hich protects tht! fondamenrnl lib.::m imerfst of parerns ,lild ~-hildren to 11.:1n,iin \Ug(:lhL:I free 

f1, "ii .,;1 h1i1 ~n, ;,ml ,iillh!Vt ~l;ilr lil \inn 

:\s 1he S\1preme rourr ha~ held. ·· ri]ht lil>en, ini.:r~st . or pai tlll~ Ill lh? ,:are. rnSl!llh ·. ,rnd 

control uf their children. is perhaps lht: oldest of the funda111en1al libeny intt:rr:::.ts rlu►gni,.ed 

hy this Coun.·· /i·"xd 1: <;,w,n/ic!. j3(i L.S ~7 . o~ i2U00) F1111her. ·[w]hen 1he Sr111e seek~ rn 

alter, terminate. or interfere ,~ith a parent"s custody of their child, it must du sn 111 a 

fondamcnt:illy fair manner. consi.-,tcnt with due procc~s ·• .'iwrtos~y ,·. A.·rmnn: '1)~ I.! S 74\ 7~3 

l 1982). 

In thi5 case, the State of K:insas. through its muns and agenci es, has fai led 1n act m a 

..:onstin11irmallv la\,·fui ur fair 111anncr The Rush Coumy District (nun ~nuwinglv e11 1i.11"L:t'd ttn 

ordtr b,ised on 11 nonexis1em paternity adjudic;niu11. and rhc cnun has 111!, er f)W\ idtd Pe1itil111~1 

or the children \\•ith a con~lituiionallv sufiicient htarins. \lultiple ernt:rgc:n..:~-filing~ 1\-t:rl' dt:11it:d 

nr ignored, .ind suhsrnntial cYidcnc:c of child cnd:mgenncnt wa~ never :uldre~~ed hy :in\' KnMar, 

11ibu:iai or agi:nc.y Th..:s..: sysk•rn i(· foiltw:s nmstitutc. dear Yiolations r,( bllth fH,,,.;cdurnl ,tnJ 

),t_lb'.:-i,l,1lli;\-l~ 1..hl\.~ f)Hi1.:t:o.~ 

f>t· ti fitH1(.'r ·~-. -;.J: i!Jn:;1 !u:\t· ::t:1\", h~::cn Ii : hi ·, !.
0 :•1:\· :~:!' ih"'- .t:i ,it~:Hl • • r bi .... '\ili"111;!i.'T p ~r!\ ni;i1_t: il lr•f 

totaling llt'.arly four month, During th!ll ti111e, Petitioner has ensured their sakty. srabilit~·, an<l 

well-being To now force the children to return lo a junsdicuon where the coum ha\-e repe.atedly 

de1ntH'1!.lrc11ed disr~gard for thei.- ..:otts1iu11irnrnl rig.hr~ ,m<l safi::·I_\· \\"\1t 1lu 1101 only be un11151 - 11 

\\Oldd hf· u1tl,r.\·fuf 

Thr Fnt,:-iccnth •\mendnienl prnhihh> s1mc, frrnn dl.'priving an:,- P'""''n -~f ··!ifc' lih .. 11\ c,r 

p1-.. ·•1il· :·; \ . -.~.itl1,~\1 1 d:.1-::· pr;__•i..t..1:, :-. \:j i;~\ i, .S. \ \.:·!L-. i .. 11iit:!1ll .\i\_ ~ ;_ !l i(ii "-i4t i.1-.\.· i•1£"1~ ~-, i..·~.: i i 

ii"irc.rprcrccl 1....-, i1h.:tddt i..h~ !·!; .. :) ti \.,t · ~.11 ;Jdi 1..:, ~ C1.) l ,,_: ri1.:~ fiir, 11 ln,i :n i;1i~i•.:ic:d 1·,, :h,: :-l i~i t' \,.:\; 

/J.·.\l/:"!i/1 ') : ·t·,J:,11L'h(t~u t ".:1iiii!_\ };'..:/; ; ·tr : 1°fJ•,. ,\ <,",1 i . \., ~:-.;;~ L . ~ . ;~;·-/ f'.<:· , ! l :~·-. j t i l ·•.31_:.:.t!: /.11 1.~ 

suh,1an\!\"e du,; pre.ice,;~ pn,ttTil'.m, i"or, li ild1~11 i,1 $1::ttt c11;;t.1,h fn,!i·, hHrm h, •J ;i1t, :·,,:1nr•; i 

11 
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Petitioner also invokes the tight to familial integ1ity. which has been repeated!~- upheld by 

federal w1111s. •'The right tn family integrity is n fundmnent;il lihe,w in1crest pmtccted by 1hc 

Founecrnh Amendment·· ihi!lis 1: .\11c11c,•;: 202 r:;ct 1126. l l :,(:, (C!th C ir. )100) \\hen the s 1m e 

• e1111.,rc1m,en1 of a void child !:l1ppN1 order. 

• denial of heanngs. 

rights are at imminent i-isk 

Accordingly. Petitioner respectf1.illy requests that this Cmui take notice of tile chi!ctren·s current 

prohibi1ed rro11i .:ngaging in furtht!r <c'llrl,rcfmenL 111odific,1tion. or rda!iation under th,: doctrines 

of Viwnrer 1: Harri.~. 40 I L'S 37 ( 197 l) and Uooker 1·. FidL'lity Jnrs( Co .. ·203 Li .S '-l l.1 ( l 923 ). 

Any attempt 10 rdill![31l' or nverride matter, already bl:'fore the l: S Dii;m,'.t Coun may itself 

12 
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X\'. E\IERGF.NC\' LEGAL :\OTICE ASD DE:\IA~O FOR Ii\f\JEDIATE CESSATlON 

OF L'iLAWFl'I., l~NFORCF::\H:l\T 

rntcn·ention. includin~ a motion for 111ju11ctin: relief. declari1torv rt:licf. and protl:'rt i\t'. nrdt>rs 

under-t2 i/ SC * 198:iamlJ!:it:S.C ~220i 

llll'! Kansa~ stak c:ornt 's priur rnli.m;emi.:111 arii tms-abs~nl j11ri~Jii.:1iv11 ;mu in \,illful dis1t:gan.l 

nf ch1e proces~--constitule ~ continuing Yiola1ion of the Fourteenth Amt>ndnwm .\s the Suprenw 

(01111 held in Ex part<:: Rowland. lt)4 U.S 604. 6\7 (IR:-11) . ··Jf;, .iudgme.nt is ,·;:,id . it i~ 11()1 

enforce that void judgment \.viii constitute not just civi l liabilit~,. h111 n deliberate et1n~ti1Lilion:11 

trespass. 

Plaintiff hcreb\· places this Court and all afli liat.:-d state actors on notice that the return of the 

If lh~ Cc)Lll1 p1oceeds with any enfon:etneilt ae11on. 1dthou1 ad_iudilating the Ruic o01_h)1.:f J 

morion. or issues orders ex p:me. wi1ho11r nntict' or hearing. f'lain1iff ,~ ill seek im mediate fo(kral 

restn1.int t1!,I, orJcrs, emergency reiicf. and 1110,wtary ~am:rinns 

13 
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XVI. FORMAL OBJECTJON TO E:\FORCE:\fE'.\T, CONTEl\lPT, OR 
ARREST 8.\SED 0:\ \'OIO .JtOC\'IE'.':T ---·- NOTICE OF FF.OF.R.\l. 
CO"\SEQI TNCES 

_HI_ ~/J:fJ _iuclgmenl will he 1rea!ec1 a, a n•1,1Ji;i10ry and rn1consti1tt1inn~l m;1 untkr culcw nr q;m: 

I~"-- in direct ,iolation of cle:irly e:;tahli'.;hed fr:ckral rights. 

This Coun has be.en presented with uncontested evidence tha1 no paternity adjudication c,cr 

occurred and 1ha1 it~ prior orders are therefore facially , nid ,rnd legal Iv 1111cnfmccahlc 

Enforcement of a void judg111ent, particularly when it inYolvcs the ckpri, fltion of physical libeny, 

Go11stiluks a li.mdamcnlal due prLKe~s violc1tiun undi.!r tht h1unci.::11th .\mcn<lmcnL See foma I'. 

Ho}!crs, ~64 US 431. 442 (20 I I l n1 ckfrndant may not be :ncarc.::r:itcd in a c11·il contempt 

prnter.di ng unle,;s 1he c.: ,1wl all'ord, him wop~r prrn:edur;il µrnte.::1ions."' ): /Jean Im \'. ( it•o;;,.:_1c1. 

--16 I c: S MO. 672 ( I 983) {state may uot imprison without a 1nc1111ingfu! inquirv into ability and 

due proce$s). 

\hrndd !hi-; Coun. nr air: ;1c1or ;_111de:- its mJ1hurir_1. proceed 1\ irh anv :"nn n o! ::11l'l l"I\ e 

, I ,• , , t.,; > .1 • t •! •, • -• • •~• 
' •• ,,, ... , , .1, \ , j ,;_, ... , •••• 

•,! ,, · , , ,, !. - , .. . •·. 
• I • • I , • • • • lr. ., I , \ I > ,. • ~ 

: ·•. . . . . . r · . • . . ! . 
I ' i, , ~ I : , , 1 , ', :• • , I ; , .' 1 

protccicd prnccedings. 

• Plc1i111iff liai- propeih inrnked fedcrni _iuri~th..:1iun in two pending ~ I '183 l;msuits 110w 

b1:fon; the VS. Districl Coun in Kan~i1s~ 

14 
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• .\ny judicial or derieal ac1or inYolved in ~t1ch enforcement shall bt2 ~ubject 10 individuitl• 

cap11city li:11:,iliry for co1;.;tituti()11al vi0l:11'ini1s :md ,tripped nf immunity fnr k11owingl,· 

,Kring nutside ihe scone nf I awtiil aurhori1~· 

anernpi ,is unlawful. and \'.ill pursoc all m ail11bk rcmtdie~ under l'ede1 ;ii la\\ tu ,·,pmt' a11d 

rern~y th(: nbuse of Stale pnwer ngninst borh himself and his childftn. 

X\'11. RELIEF REQl'ESTED 

l1etitioner has standing to bring lhis rnotinn a~ tl1e subjecl of 1he, nii1 nrder. and rhc (01111 may 

nnt Slln spon1c di~llli'.;s nr i¥11nrc ;i wnstitutinn,11 cha!lcngr to it, jmisdi,.;1inn. 

WHEREFORE. Petitioner rc~pcc.:tfully demands thnt this ('nun· 

I. Immediately yacate the \farch JO, 2010 order as \'oid for lack of adjudicated paternil v; 

Set this matter for an emergency hea.ring Lo determine the scope of constituliMal I iola1io11s 

J l11Jliw11 1: A lieu. 466 L S ~22 r I 984 ), and h) seek hoth i n,i1incri, e rd:ef and dednraron l1mli r.l!s 

of judicial 111isconducl where immunitv no longer ap1)lies due 10 absence nf1urisdictinn . 

... ...... 
. ' ' ' . 

15 
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without such notice would constitulc a separate 1mcl umtinuing ,iolation of llfaintiff~ Fou11eenth 

.-\ mendment due process rights 

Tyce A. Bonjorno 
flrr, Se 
M~ \V South St, Ste 27 i 

Le:an,kr. TX 736.:l I 
Tyceanthony1i:i'me com ; 511-~ N-13 29 

16 
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CERTIFICATE or S[R\'TCE 

I hereby t.'trtit\ thnr ;i true and correct copy of the foregning w:is sent bv Fi1x to 

1Jeit ut i )1~:irki Cp1111 

I'() BO\: ;p 

La Cros~r. KS h7qR 
78~-222-~7 i8 
785-222-27~8 F11x 

un~nnwn [)e,;pite rept':lled :·equem :ind multipk motion:; filed i1t thi., urn:-. the l'{u:;h C-ounty 

District Cow1 has refused to compel or disclose her address Therefore, pursuant w clue process 

neqtiiremetm and in good faith. petitioner is servrng the Clerk of the Co11rt with the expec1ati,rn 

Rc~pcctfullv ~uhmittcd. 

Tvcc .-\. floniorno 
Pru St 
6n-, W So1;;h \:,1 ',ir -~71 
Leander. TX 7864 ! 

T\·n•,;mhonv:iimewn1 . 1.,:21 ~N-U:'1> 
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EXHIBITD 

Plaintiff's Fonnal Objection to Void Order and Denial of Hearing (July 28, 2025 Email to Judge 

Wilson) 

A formal objection and notice to Judge Wilson following receipt of the July 11, 2025 order, 

detailing constitutional violations and notifying him of inclusion in federal litigation. 

28 
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From: Handyman Lawna tyceanthony@mc.com 
Subject: Subject: Formal Objection to July 11 , 2025 Order - Denial of Due Process, Void Orders, and Judicial Misconduct 

Date: July 28, 2025 at 9:35PM 
To: Meryl D. Wilson wilsonm@kscourts.org 

Date: July 28, 2025 

Judge WIison, 

I am writing to formally object to your July 11 , 2025 order, which I only received by mail today, July 28, 2025. I was never provided a hearing 
on either of my two prose state court motions filed in June and July 2025. There were no docket entries, notices, or opportunities to be 
heard. Your statement that I have had "numerous hearings" and "adequate notice" regarding these specific motions is entirely false and 
unsupported by the record. 

If your order is referencing past hearings on unrelated matters, that is legally irrelevant. Each motion stands on its own and demands 
present due process. You cannot bootstrap jurisdiction or procedure from past proceedings to justify denying emergency review today. This 
is a clear denial of my rights under the Fourteenth Amendment. 

Your July 11 , 2025 order further misrepresents the record by declaring that adjudication of paternity has occurred. I challenge that finding 
directly: 

• I never signed a voluntary acknowledgment of paternity under K.S.A. 23-2204. 

• There was no evidentlary hearing or judicial finding of paternity under K.S.A. 23-2208. 

• The Rush County Clerk of Court confirmed in writing that no adjudication exists. 

• Your reliance on a line in my 2018 prose petition stating I am the "natural father" is not legally sufficient to satisfy statutory 
requirements or constitutional due process. 

• Your own court has not produced a single order lawfully adjudicating paternity. 

Your continued reliance on void orders-especially the March 30, 2020 custody and support order- is unconstitutional. A court cannot 
manufacture legitimacy after the fact. Your July 11 , 2025 order merely perpetuates the use of void rulings to enforce custody and financial 
obligations where no lawful jurisdiction was ever established. 

Further, your threat to issue sanctions or a bench warrant if I do not return my children to Kansas is retaliatory, unlawful , and in violation of 
42 U.S.C. § 1983. I have legal custody of the children at this lime pursuant lo documented extended parenting time agreed to by their 
mother. On April 10, 2025, she sent me the following message: 

"So hear me out please! Take a minute to think about it. So would it be possible if I would just 
keep the kids for Easter this year? The kids get out of school May so I will meet you May 
16th. The kids don't start school until September 8 due to the new school they're building. So 
you will get them half of May all June all of July and all August. I will send you the new school 
calendar through our family wizard. I just got it today!" 

In light of this agreement, and with no pending lawful custody determination, I intend to enroll the children in Leander Independent School 
District (Texas). which begins August 13, 2025. They are currently residing with me in Texas as agreed. 

Your denial of a hearing, refusal to adjudicate the motion. and attempt to enforce a facially void order- all without legal basis -has now 
been submitted into the record in three separate federal lawsulta, all of which are now pending: 

1. Bonjorno v. Kansas Department for Children and Families et al., Case No. 6:25-cv-01042-JWB-GEB 

2. Bonjorno v. Audra Asher et al., Case No. [Insert) 

3. Bonjorno v. Gattarman, WIison, Sanders, Fleetwood, Davis, Warth, and Rush County (under Monell) , filed July 28, 2025 
(you will be receiving your summons In the next 5 to 1 O days) 
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Since you refused to hear my emergency motions and ruled in absentia based on inaccurate and fabricated premises, I am now addressing 
you via email. I will not be trapped in a sealed echo chamber of judicial misconduct. This is no longer just a state matter-it is a matter of 
federal enforcement, due process, and personal accountability. 

You are now personally named as a Defendant in my third federal lawsuit. Your July 11, 2025 order will be attached as a key exhibit in 
support of my claims of judicial fraud, retaliation, and denial of fundamental rights. 

If any further enforcement action is taken based on your order-including the i66uance of a bench warrant-I will immediately file for 
em9rg9ncy injunctive relief in federal court and move for sanctions. 

EVERY order is void, acting without jurisdiction. There is no adjudication of paternity. PERIOD! I am not confused. I am not going away. I 
will not allow your court to strip me of my rights with falsehoods, mischaraclerizations, and threats from behind the bench. You are not 
above the law and you will be held accountable. I promise you, so govern yourself accordingly. 

This is your notice. 

/s/ Tyce Bonjorno 

Tyce Bonjorno 
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EXHIBITE 

September 24, 2018 Motion for Temporary Orders 

Filed by Plaintiff's prior counsel, this document is mischaracterized by Judge Wilson as a 

"verified petition" admitting jurisdiction. It contains no such admission and provides no basis for 

jurisdiction. 
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ELECTRONICALLY FILED 
2018 Sep 24 PM 4:07 

CLERK OF THE RUSH COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE NUMBER: 2018-DM-000019 

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF RUSH COUNTY, KANSAS 

TYCE A. BONJORNO, Individually 
and as Father and Next Friend of 
DOMINIC A. BORJORNO, 
INDI L. BORJONO, and 
HENDRlX A BONJORNO, 

Petitioners 
vs 

TARA L. JENNINGS, 
Respondent 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

MOTION FOR TEMPORARY ORDERS 

COMES NOW the Petitioner and moves the Court for the following temporary orders: 

1. Granting the parties the joint care, custody, and control of their minor children. The 

Respondent shall have the primary residential custody of the minor children with the 

Petitioner having parenting time set forth below. 

2. The Petitioner shall have parenting time with the minor children one weekend per 

month beginning on October 12, 2018. The Petitioner's weekend shall be the second 

Friday of each month beginning Friday at 4:00 p.m. until Sunday at 4:00 p.m. The 

Petitioner's will pick up the minor children from the Respondent's residence. 

3. The Petitioner shall have holiday and special day parenting time with the minor 

children as follows: 

(a) Thanksgiving - The Petitioner shall have parenting time with the 

minor children starting the Wednesday before Thanksgiving Day at 

6:00 p.m. until the following Sunday at 2:00 p.m. 

(b) Christmas Break - The Petitioner shall have parenting time with the 

minor children on Christmas Day at 6:00 p.m. until the day before 

school resumes at 2:00 p.m. 
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Tyce Bonjorno v Tara Jennings, 
MOTION FOR TEMPORARY ORDERS, 
Page2 

( c) Spring Break - The Petitioner shall have parenting time with the 

minor children the day school is released from 6:00 p .rn. until the day 

before school resumes at 2:00 p.m. 

(d) Summer- The Petitioner shall have summer parenting time beginning 

June 1st and ending August I st. 

The parties will meet in Norman, Oklahoma to exchange the minor children for all 

ho]iday and special day parenting time. 

4. The parties shall only be permitted to communicate with each other regarding 

visitation and the well-being of the minor children. 

5. Jointly restraining the parties from harming, bothering, or harassing each other at 

their respective residences or places of business or any other place where he or she 

may be; from disposing of, damaging, destroying or otherwise encumbering any 

assets of the parties; from canceling utilities or telephone service; from changing the 

beneficiary on any life insurance policies or retirement plans or pension funds. 

ls/Andrew J. Walter 
Andrew J. Walter, #25270 
WALTER & WALTER, LLC 
211 E. Main -PO Box 390 
Norton, Kansas 67654 
785 874-4440 
Email: ajwa1ter03@gmai1.com 
Attorneys for Petitioner 
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EXHIBITF 

July 16, 2020 Journal Entry of Motions Hearing 

This order, rubber-stamped and submitted by opposing counsel Gregory A. Schwartz, contains 

no lawful adjudication of paternity. It includes a conclusory statement in paragraph 16 that is 

unsupported by evidence or statutory procedure. 
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ELECTRONICALLY FILED 
2020 Jul 16 PM 4:49 

CLERK OF THE RUSH COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE NUMBER: 2018-DM-000019 

Court: Rush County District court 

Case Number: 2018-DM-000019 

Case Title: Tyce Bonjorno, Petitioner vs. Tara Lynn Jennings, 
Respondent 

Type: Journal Entry of Motions Hearing 

SO ORDERED. 

/s/ Honorable Bmce Gatterman, Chief District Judge 

Electronically signed on 2020-07-16 16 :49:23 page 1 of 6 
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Gregory A Schwartz #19902 
Schwartz & Park, L.L.P. 
1401 Mam St. Ste A 
P.O. Box I 144 
Hays, Kansas 67601 
(785) 625-0024 (phone) 
(785) 261-9044 (fax) 
greg a·~sniaw legaJ 
Attorney for Responden1 

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF RUSH COUNTY, KANSAS 

TYCE BONJORNO, Individually 
and as Father and Next Friend of 
DOMINIC A. BONJORNO, 
INDI L. BONJORNO, and 
HENDRIX A. BONJORNO, 

Petitioner, 
and 

TARA LYNN JENNINGS, 
Respondent. 

Case No. 18-DM-19 

JOURNAL ENTRY OF MOTIONS HEARING 

NOW on this 9th day of July, 2020, the above-captioned matter comes before the Court for 

hearing, by Zoom, on Respondent' s Motion to Compel and Mohan or Sanctions and Emergency 

Motion to Modify Parenting Time and Motion for Citation In Contempt. The Petitioner appears in 

person and pro se. The Respondent appears in person and by her attorney, by and through his 

attorney, Gregory A. Schwartz, of Schwartz & Park, L.L.P., Hays, Kansas. There are no other 

appearances. 

WHEREUPON, the Court reviews the file herein, and determines that Respondent filed a 

Motion to Compel and Motion for Sanctions herein on June 23, 2020, and an Emergency Motion to 

Modify Parenting Time and Motion for Citation In Contempt in this matter on June 24, 2020. That 

following receipt of Respondent 's c,nergency Motion, Petitioner filed five (5) Motions in this 

matter, via facsimile. 

WHEREUPON, the Petitioner presents testimony and rests. 
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WHEREUPON, the Respondent presents testimony and exhibits and rests. 

THEREUPON, the Court, after reviewing the admitted exhibits, taking into account the 

testimony and remarks of Counsel, HEREBY ORDERS, ADJUDGES AND DECREES the 

following: 

1. That the Court only received Respondent's Exhibits as the hearing had begun. The 

Court will take additional time to review both Petitioner's and Respondent's Exhibits 

and issue additional rulings, if necessary. 

2. That Petitioner's Motions were not verified even though the Petitioner filed 

verification the day of the hearing. 

3. That Petitioner must plead with specificity a material change in circumstance in order 

to proceed with a motion to change custody or parenting time, and the burden of 

proof is on the Petitioner. 

4. That much of what was raised by the Petitioner in his various motions was litigated at 

Trial. That those issues cannot be revisited, only new evidence pled with specificity. 

5. That Petitioner's Motion on Attorney Misconduct was not properly before the Court. 

6. That Petitioner's Motion requesting Respondent submit to a hair follicle test is the 

same issue raised by the Respondent at Trial. The Petitioner's Motion was not plead 

with specificity, so the Court cannot grant the Petitioner's request. 

7. Should the Petitioner elect to file a new Motion that is plead with specificity, raising 

a new issue not previously addressed at Trial, the Court will entertain such Motion. 

8. The Court denies all relief requested by the Petitioner in his Motions. However, if 

the Court, in reviewing the exhibits of the parties, finds evidence to support 
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additional findings, the Court will issue a supplemental order. 

9. That the Court acknowledges receipt and review of Petitioner's letter to the Court in 

response to the Court's Memorandum Decision and Order and informs Petitioner he 

has a right to disagree with the Court's Ruling, but the Petitioner has not filed a 

motion to appeal and therefore does not have a right to disregard the Court's orders 

in this matter. Failure to follow the Court's orders will subject the offending party 

to sanctions. 

10. That the Court reiterates that the parties are to utilize Our Family Wizard, as set out 

in the Court's previous order is in the best interest of the children, for all 

communication regarding the parties' children. That the Court will only consider 

communications between the Parties, through Our Family Wizard at future hearings. 

11. That Respondent's Motion to Compel and Motion for Sanctions is granted, and 

Petitioner is compelled to respond to the Respondent's discovery requests within 

fourteen (14) calendar days from July 9, 2020. Petitioner must fully respond to 

Respondent's Interrogatories and Request.for Production to Petitioner on or before 

July 23, 2020. 

12. That the Court will not immediately suspend Petitioner's parenting time. However, 

the Court will review the exhibits filed with the Court, related to the issues 

addressed in Respondent's Emergency Motion to Modify Parenting Time and 

Motion for Citation in Contempt and make additional rulings if necessary. 

13. That the Court reiterates the Petitioner wi11 need to return the children to Respondent 

at the scheduled parenting time exchange on July 31, 2020, at 1:00 p.m., at the 7-11 

Convenience Store, 800 W. Robinson, Norman, Oklahoma, pursuant to the 
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Memorandum Decision and Order and subsequent Parenting Plan Pursuant to 

Memorandum Decision filed herein. 

14. That should Petitioner fail to return the minor children to Respondent at the 

scheduled exchange, the Court will issue sanctions against Petitioner and will order 

a complete psychological evaluation of Petitioner before he can have further 

parenting time with the children. 

15. That Respondent shall take any necessary measure to have law enforcement stand-by 

for parenting time exchanges, and that both parties must be on-time for all parenting 

time exchanges. 

16. That the Court further reiterates that the paternity has already been established, and 

neither party shall bring the issue before the Court again. 

17. That Respondent is awarded a judgment against Petitioner in the amount of 

$5,387.50, for her attorney's fees. That the Respondent shall make monthly 

payments in the amount of $600.00, per month, beginning August 1, 2020, and 

continuing on the l 81 day of each month thereafter, until the same is paid in full. 

That should Petitioner fail to pay attorney's fees in full, this judgment shall accrue 

interest at the statutory rate until paid in full and is subject to collection by any 

lawful means. 

18. That following a full review of the file herein, the Court will issue a supplemental 

order and announce any additional findings. 

19. That all previous orders, not modified herein, remain in full force and effect. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the above findings l through 19 constitute and are 

hereby made the Order and Judgment of this Court. 
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IT JS SO ORDERED. 

SUBMITTED AND APPROVED BY: 

Isl Gregory A. Schwartz 
GREGORY A. SCHWARTZ, # 19902 
Schwartz & Park, L.L.P. 
1401 Main Street, Suite A 
P.O. Box 1144 
Hays, Kansas 67601 
(785) 625-0024 
(785) 261-9044 - facsimile 
greg@splaw.legal 
Attorney for Respondent 
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EXHIBIT G 

Email Thread between Plaintiff and Rush County Court Clerk Erin Werth (July 2025) 

This thread shows: 

• Plaintiff was denied notice and a hearing, 

• Exhibits were initially withheld and falsely claimed confidential, 

• Clerk later admitted error and retroactive compliance, 

• A pattern of concealment surrounding paternity adjudication evidence. 
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Tyce Bonjorno 

RH18DM19 

Tyce, I am returning the exhibits you mailed. without a Rush County Heading and Case 
Number we are not allowed to file this Exhibit in your case. 

Sincerely, 

Erin Werth 

Clerk of the District Court 

Rush County Kansas 
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Handymanlawns.com 
Re: Petitioners Notice 

To: Erm Werth 

Siri Found a Contact 

Erin were you able to refile those exhibits that were previously attached to the motions filed last week? 

Tyce Bonjorno 
512-579-1329 

July 18 2025 at '.' • 3 PM 

Add 
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Erin Werth 
RE: Petitioners Notice 

To: Handymanlawns.com 

They are in the file 

From: HandY-manlavvns.com . <!Y-ceanthonY-@me.com> 
Sent: Friday, July 18, 2025 2:13 PM 
To: Erin Werth <Erin .Werth @kscourts.goV> 
Subject: Re: Petitioners Notice 

July 18, 2025at 216PM 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 
the sender and know the content Is safe. 

See More from Handymanlaw'ls.com _ 
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Handymanlawns.com 
Re: Petitioners Notice 

To: Erm Werth 

July 18 2025 at 2 42 PM 

Were they filed with this latest filing? I did not see them in the file stamped copy. Normally everything is included when I receive a copy through email 
of what was filed. Please le1 me know. Thank you. 

Tyce Bonjorno 
512-579-1329 

Confidentiality Notice: This electronic communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or privileged information. It is solely for the use of 
the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use, or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic 
Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, or authorized to receive for the intended recipient, please contact the sender and 
_. _ _ .. ___ __ _ •• __ __ : __ -~ ... •- - - - ---·- -· ·-- ! -- .. : - -- "'T"'•-- ·- •··· - ·· .. - ·-··- ···· -- ---=-• - ·-- "'-: - --
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Erin Werth 
RE: Petitioners Notice 

To: Handymanlawns.com 

They were filed as Exhibits 

From: Handymanlawns.com . cqyceanthonY.@me.com> 
Sent: Friday, July 18, 2025 2:42 PM 
To: Erin Werth <Erin .Werth@kscourts.goV> 
Subject: Re: Petitioners Notice 

July 1 8 2025 at 2 45P'vl 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 
the sender and know the content Is safe. 

See More from Handymanlawns.com 
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Handymanlawns.com 
Re: Petitioners Notice 

To: Erin Werth 

Siri Found a Contact 

Ok. Please send that filing over to me with the updated exhibits included. Thank you. 

Tyce Bonjorno 
512-579-1329 

JJly 18, 202s at 2 so PM 

Add 

Confidentiality Notice: This electronic communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or privileged information. It is solely for the use of 
the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use, or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic 
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Erin Werth 
RE: Petitioners Notice 

To: Handymanlawns.com 

Exhibits are filed different, it's in the case but we don't give copies of exhibit's 

From: HandY-manlawns.com . <1Y-ceanthony@me.com> 
Sent: Friday, July 18, 2025 2:51 PM 
To: Erin Werth <Erin.Werth@kscourts.goV> 
Subject: Re: Petitioners Notice 

July 18, 2025 al 2 52 PM 

CAUTION: This emall originated from- outside the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 
the sender and know the content Is safe. 

See More from Handv.manlawns.com 
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Erin, 

Handyman lawns.com 
Re: Petitioners Notice 

To: Erm We th 

July20 202"iat 747Atv1 

Your claim "Exhibits are filed different, it's in the case but we don't give copies" is false. Every time I've filed motions, and when my attorney did, I 
received full, file-stamped copies with exhibits included. 

You know this. Don't insult my intelligence. 

The exhibit you're withholding includes your own written admission that paternity was never adjudicated. Blocking that from the record isn't a clerical 
decision it's a deliberate act of concealment to protect the system. 

Continuing to withhold or conceal exhibits that implicate constitutional violations may further increase your exposure in my forthcoming federal action, 
where you are named individually for these acts. This is not a threat it is a notice that such conduct carries personal liability under clearly established 
law. 

Enough. 

Tyce Bonjorno 
512-579-1329 
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Erin Werth .,uly 22, 2025 el l 8 56 A~/o 

RE: Petitioners Notice 

To: Handymanlawns.com 

Tyce, after consulting with another person from our administration, I can indeed give you a copy of Your exhibits. I have 
always thought that exhibits were confidential and copies weren't given to anyone. I am not concealing anything from you 
or anyone else. 
Erin 

From: HandY-manlawns.com . <tY-ceanthonY-@me.com> 
Sent: Sunday, July 20, 2025 7:47 AM 
To: Erin Werth <Erin .Werth@kscourts.goV> 
Subject: Re: Petitioners Notice 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 
the sender and know the content Is safe. 

See More from Handv.manlawns corP 
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Erin, 

Handymanlawns.com 
Re: Petitioners Notice 

To: Erin Werth 

Please give me a FULL complete filing including the exhibits with a filing date and stamp of the latest motions filed. 
Thank you 

T11ro Rnninrnn 

July 30 ?025 at 3 12 AM 
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Erin Werth ,,Jly 30, 202!:> at 8 10AM 

RE: Petitioners Notice 

To: Handymanlawns.com 

Tyce, I have sent you by email or Everything that has been filed, including the Exhibits Attached to the Motions, if you want 
more copies I will gladly send them to you but I will need a list of all the documents you want. 
Thank you 

From: Handymanlawns.com . <1Y.ceanthonY.@me.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2025 3:12 AM 
To: Erin Werth <Erin. Werth@kscourts.goV> 
Subject: Re: Petitioners Notice 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 
the sender and know the content Is safe. 

See More from HandY.manlawns.com 

I 
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Erin Werth July 30, 2025 at 8 12 Af'.i 

RE: Petitioners Notice 

To: Handyman1awns.com 

Tyce, I have sent you by email or by USPS of Everything that has been filed, including the Exhibits Attached to the 
Motions, if you want more copies I will gladly send them to you but I will need a list of all the documents you want. 
Thank you 

From: HandY.manlawns.com . <!yceanthony@me.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2025 3:12 AM 
To: Erin Werth <Erin.Werth@kscourts.goV> 
Subject: Re: Petitioners Notice 

CAUTION:~Thls email originated from outside the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize 
the sender and know the content Is safe. 

See More from Handymanlawns.com 

Case 6:25-cv-01163-HLT-GEB     Document 6-8     Filed 08/04/25     Page 13 of 15



Erin 

Handyman I awns.com 
Re: Petitioners Notice 

To: Erin Werth 

Siri Found a Contact 

Can you please email me the last three filings that were entered in my case? 

JUiy 30 202S at 10 39AM 

Add 

Also, I just received Judge Wilson's July 11, 2025 order in the mail regarding my latest filings, but 
I was never given any notice of a hearing beforehand. Was there even a hearing? If not, that's a 
denial of due process, and I'd like to know why I wasn't notified. 

Thanks, 
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Erin Werth JL.ly 30, 2025at11 ::>6A'v1 

RE: Petitioners Notice 

To: Handymanlawns.com 

Here are the last 3 Documents you filed that you requested plus the Order from Judge Wilson, because it was filed in that 
same time frame. 

Erin 

From: HandY.manlavvns.com . <tY-ceanthony@me.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2025 10:39 AM 
To: Erin Werth <Erin .Werth@kscourts.goV> 
Subject: Re: Petitioners Notice 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization. Do not click links or open attachments- unless you recognize 
the sender and know the content Is safe. 

See More from Handymanlawns.com 

I 
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EXHIBITH 

Document from Kansas Child Support Services (CSS) 

A letter mailed to Plaintiff threatening legal enforcement and credit bureau reporting based on a 

March 30, 2020 support order that is facially void due to lack of adjudicated paternity. 
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KANSAS CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES 
PO BOX497 
TOPEKA, KS 66601-0497 

JULY 17, 2025 

023080 

KANSAS CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES 
PO BOX497 
TOPEKA, KS 66601-0497 
PHONE(S}(888) 757-2445 

.,. CONTACT ADDRESS ABOVE •• 

250707 

T83 P1 
TYCE BONJORNO 
605 W SOUTH ST UNIT 271 
LEANDER TX 78641-5402 

I 11• 11' 1 • 1 • • '•1111IfI1111·1•11111•111IItI'111111 I ill 11,111,, 1. I I• 

SSN CASi: NUMBER 
0003543704 

LOCALIO 
224 

PAST DUE AMOUNT CLAIMED • • 
$905.00 (NON-TANF) 

The agency identified above has determined that you owe past-due c:hild andtor spousal support. Our records 
show that you owe at least the amount shown above. If your c:ase was submitted to the United States 
Department of the Treasury for collection in the past, this amount is subject to collec:tlon at any time by 
Administrative Offset and/or Federal Tax Refund Offset. If your case has not already been submitted to the 
United States Department of the Treasury and you do not pay in full within 30 days from the date of this notice, 
this amount will bC! referred for collection by Administrative Offset andfor Federal Tax Refund Offset. Under 
Administrative Offset (31 U.S.C.3718), certain Federal payments that might otherwise be paid to you will be 
intercepted, either in whole or In part, to pay past-due child and/or spouaal support. Under Federal Tax Refund 
Offset (42 U.S.C.664:26 U.S.C.6402), any Federal Income Tax Refund to which you may be entitled will be 
intercepted to satisfy your debt. The amount of your past-due support will also be reported to consumer 
reporting agencies. 

If you owe or owed arrearages of child support In an amount exceeding $2,500, the agency Identified above will 
certify your debt to the State Department pursuant to 42 USC 654(31). Once you are certified, the Secretary of 
State will refuse to issue a passport to you, and may revoke, restrict or limit a passport that was previously 
issued. 

Your debt will remain subjec.t to Federal Tax Refund Offset, Administrative Offset, andfor pa.sport certification 
until It 11 paid In full. Important: If you owe current support, any further arrears accruing due to payments 
missed may be added to your debt and wlll be subjeet to collection by Federal Tax Refund Offset and/or 
Administrative Offset now or int~~ future without further notice. To determine adllitionat amounts owed or tne 
total amount past-due which the agency has submitted ior cotlectlon, you may contact UI at ttie address-or - --·-·· 
phone number listed above. 

You have a right to contest our determination that this amount of past-due support Is owed, and you may 
request an administrative review. To request an administrative review, you must contact us at the address or 
phone number listed above within 30 days of the date of this notice- If your support order was not issued in our 
state, we can conduct the review or, ff you prefer, the review can be conducted in the state that issued the 
support order. If you request, we will contact that state within 10 days after we receive your request and you 
will be notified of the time and place of your administrative review by the state that Issued the order. All 
requests tor administrative review, or any questions regarding this notice or your debt, must be made by 
contacting the agency identified above. 

If you are married, filing a joint Income tax return, and you Incurred this debt separately from your spouse, who 
has no legal responslblllty for the debt and who has Income and withholding and/or estimated tax payments, 
your spouse may be entitled to receive his or her portion of any joint Federal Tax Refund. If your spouse meets 
these criteria, he or she may receive his or her portion of the joint refund by flllng a Form 8379 - Injured Spouse 
Claim and Alloc:ation. Form 8379 should be attached to the top of the Form 1040 or 1040A when you file, or 
flied according to other instruction• H indicated on the Form 8379. 

250707-023080 
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