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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE DISTRICT OF KANSAS

TYCE A. BONJORNO,

Plaintff,

V. Case No. 6:25-cv-01163-DDC-GEB
Rush County, Kansas et al.,

Defendants.

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-19. These facts are central to the § 1983 and

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

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT

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 hercin 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 tederal record of ongoing constitutionai violations under color
of state law, consistent with the mandates of 42 U.S.C. § 1983 and Monell v. Dep t of Soc. Servs.,
436 U.S. 638 (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 liberty 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 cannot acquire jurisdiction over a matter
where the statutory preconditions have not been satistied.” United States v. Naranjo, 660 F.3d
406, 411 (10th Cir. 2011). Paternity adjudication is a precondition for jurisdiction under Kansas
law. See In 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.” -— Fx 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 erisis.

The Court’s refusal to address a jurisdictional void—while simultaneously enforcing custody and
support—shocks the conscience and violates the most basic principles of law,
See Rochin v. California, 342 U.S. 165, 172 (1952) (acts that “shock the conscience” violate

substantive due process).

I1. 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:

“T 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)

Vet this contradicts standard practice, and Werth’s reversal only occurred after Plaintitt 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 fundamental component of due process.” -— Publicker Industries,

Inc. v. Cohen, 733 F.2d 1059, 1070 (3d Cir. 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 U.S. 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
protected by judicial immunity.” — Dennis v. Sparks, 449 Us. 24, 28-29 (1980)
— demonstrate a systemic breakdown of judicial ethics, procedural fairness, and constitutional

compliance.

This pattern is 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. Dept 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 of unlawful state intrusion and retaliation, elevating this from mere mi sconduct 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 junsdiction.
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These acts occurred over multiple years and reflected shared knowledge, deliberate indifference,

and active concealment—hatimarks 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 35,800 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

constitutionat 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 context); 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-

Jevel obstruction 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. 18-
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 ¢ach other:
« Fleetwood’s 2024 order explicitly barred any future heanngs unless exorbitant prepayments
were made;

» Wilson’s 2025 order falsely claimed Plaintiff had full access to heanings 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 (1932)

“Judicial immunity does not extend to orders that deprive litigants of fundamental access to the
court or that are rendered without jurisdiction.”

— Mireles v. Waco, 502 U.S. 9, 11 n.1 (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. “EXHIBIT 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 juisdiction cannot be waived and must exist at all stages
of a proceeding.”); In re Marriage of Killman, 264 Kan. 33, 42, 955 P2d 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 1s both
legally indefensible and constitutionally offensive. It is a manipulative tactic designed to

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

Plaintiff never signed a Voluntary Acknowledgment of Paternity under K.S.A. 23-2204. No
evidentiary hearing was held under X S.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,
2025 ORDER

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

10
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United States v. Cotton, 535 U.8. 625, 630 (2002); Steel Co. v. Citizens for a Better Lnvironment,
523 U.S. 83, 94 (1998)

FALSE CLATM OF JURISDICTION BASED ON 2018 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 jurisdiction 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 of Killman, 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 patemity ever occurred under K.S.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”

11
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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. Stoldr, 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 YIOLATION

Tudge Wilson’s July 11, 2025 order was entered without any docket entry, hearing, or notice to
Plaintiff regarding his two pending motions—despite 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 8. 422, 429 (1982)

“Even courts must follow the law.”

12
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Caperton v. A. 1. 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 constitutional 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 1ssue. He cited a pnior order dated July 16,
2020 by Judge Bruce Gatterman 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 proves the oppogite It contains no judicial adjudication of
patemity under K.8 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 patemity were entered.

* No voluntary acknowledgment was executed by either parent.

* No adjudicative language exists anywhere in the body of the order.

13
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The only mention of patemity 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. Tt 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 attomey 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 ail related
orders. Fabrication or presumption of jurisdiction is not permitted under any doctrine:

* In re Marriage of 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.”

» Inre 15 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. Zerbst, 304 U.S. 458 (1938):

“Jurisdiction 1s the authority to hear and determine. Without it, a court cannot proceed at all.”

14
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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
éeeking to bar future litigation — is not merely a misstatement. It is a knowing misrepregentation
of legal authority and abuse of Article VI Supremacy Clause protections. His action represents:

» Fraud on the court

» Obstruction of federal 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;

15
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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.5.C. § 1983.

Plaintiff also reminded Defendant Wilson that:

“EVERY order is void, acting without jurisdiction. There is 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 patemity has ever occurred under Kansas law or
federal constitutional standards, and as such, the March 30, 2020 order lacks legal effect and 1s

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.”

16



Case 6:25-cV-01163-HLT-GEB Document 6  Filed 08/04/25 Page 17 of 23

— Valley View Angus Ranch, Inc. v. 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 — wviolates the Fourteenth

Amendment:

“An elementary and fundamental requirement of due process... is notice reasonably calculated,
under all 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. Patemity has never been judicially determined under K.S.A. 23-2208 nor
voluntarily acknowledged under K S.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”7

— 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 ireparable injury and forms the basis for

immediate injunctive, declaratory, and monetary relief under federal law.

17
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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 US.C. §

242 for willful deprivation of nghts under color of iaw.

The federal courts are now the only avenue of redress.

XIIL. 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.

18
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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

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

and federal forums.

Plaintiff has submitted irrefutable evidence that:

+ No adjudication of patemity 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 1n 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 of law)

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
K.S.A. 23-2204 and K.S.A. 23-2208, and that all findings to the contrary are legally and
factually false;
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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 patemity;,

Recognize that Plaintiff’s emergency motions were denied without notice or hearing, in
violation of the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment and applicable state

procedural rules,

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,

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;

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;

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 paterity occurs in full compliance with federal and state law;

Retain jurisdiction over this action to enforce constitutional compliance and protect Plaintift

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

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

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

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

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

XVIL 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.

1 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 secks only the protection of his federal rights in a forum

capable of enforcing them

Executed on this 2nd day of August, 2023.

Tyce A. Bonjorno

/s{Tyce A. Bonjorno

605 West South St. Suite 271 ”/f/ e
Leander, TX 78641 -
Tyceanthony@me.com

512-579-1329
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on August 2, 2025, 1 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 otherwise ordered by the Court.

Respectfully submitted,

this 2nd day of August, 2025.

Tyce A. Bonjorno

/s{Tyce A. Bonjorno

605 West South St. Suite 271
Leander, TX 78641
Tyceanthony@me.com
512-579-1329

23



Case 6:25-cv-01163-HLT-GEB Document 6-1  Filed 08/04/25 Page 1of1l

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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KANSAS CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES KANSAS CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES
PO BOX 497 PO BOX 497
TOPEKA, KS 86601-0497 TOPEKA, KS 66601-0497

PHONE(S){868) 757-2445

JULY 17, 2025
** CONTACT ADDRESS ABOVE **

250707

T83 Pt

TYCE BONJORNO

805 W SOUTH ST UNIT 271

023080 LEANDER TX 76641-5402
(S TORTROTITUTH [ [ SR PR PEPRLT {1 LT LT LA | B
SSN ' © CASE NUMBER © LOCALID PAST DUE AMOUNT CLAIMED
rar o aw 0003543704 224 $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.5.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 spousal support. Under Federal Tax Refund
Oftset (42 U.S.C.BB4,26 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
fited according to other instructions as indicated on the Form 8379,

250707-023080
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EXHIBIT B

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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ELECTRONICALLY FILED
2025 Jul 11 PM 2:52
CLERK OF THE RUSH COUNTY DISTRICT COURT
CASE NUMBER: 2018-DM-000019

Pll COMPLIANT
Court: Rush County District Court
Case Number: 2018-DM-000019
Case Title: Tyce Bonjorno vs. Tara Lynn Jennings
Type: 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 Case no. 2018-DM-0019

TARA L. JENNINGS Respondent

ORDER and MEMORANDUM of the COURT

Petitioner filed his pro se Motion for Relief from Void Judgement
on July 4*", 2025. Said motion now comes before the court for
disposition. There are no appearances.

This case has a long history, which has included multipte
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 generalrule
jurisdiction can be challenged at any time however in this case it
was the petitioner that selected the venue. ltis 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

Gatterman’s order of July 16, 2020, states:

«_.that paternity has atready 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 Flestwood
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
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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 KANSAS CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES
PO BOX 497 PO BOX 497
TOPEKA, KS 86601-0497 TOPEKA, KS 66801-0497

PHONE(S)(888) 757-2445

JULY 17, 2025
** CONTACT ADDRESS ABOVE **

250707
T63 P1
TYCE BONJORNO
605 W SOUTH ST UNIT 271
023080 LEANDER TX 78641-5402
H HTOR TR TULTEU || QT PR PO [T (AT LA | B
SSN CASE NUMBER LOCAL i PAST DUE AMOUNT CLAIMED
wrw s pa 0003543704 224 $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.5.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
Oftset (42 U.5.C.664,26 U.S.C.6402), any Federal Income Tax Refund to which you may be entitled will be
intercepted to satisty 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 tc the State Department pursuant to 42 USC 854(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
hag 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 6379.

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

PHONE(S)(888) 757-2445

JULY 17, 2025
** CONTACT ADDRESS ABOVE **

250707

T63 P1

TYCE BONJORNO

805 W SOUTH ST UNIT 271

023080 LEANDER TX 78641-5402
N OB ETULTE || AR U PR PR [T [T (AT LA | B
SSN CASE NUMBER LOCAL iD PAST DUE AMOUNT CLAIMED
wrw_n_pan 0003543704 224 $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. ¥f 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 coliection by Administrative Offset and/or Federal Tax Refund Offset. Under
Administrative Offset (31 U.S.C.37186)}, certain Federal payments that might otherwize 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
Oftset (42 U.5.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 854(31). Once you are certified, the Secretary of
State will refuse to issue a passport to you, and may revcke, restrict or limit a passport that was previously
issued.

Your debt will remain subject to Federal Tax Refund Offset, Administrative Offset, andfor 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
Ciaim 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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EXHIBIT C

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

O7A772025 1:07:54 M Centrel Standand Time
CLERK OF THE RUSH COUNTY DISTRICT COURT
CASE NUMBER: 2018-0M-000019

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF RUSH COUNTY, KANSAS

Tyce Bonjomo,

Petitioner,

CaseNo. 2018-DM-000019
Tara Jennings,

Respondent.
MOTION FOR RELJEF FROM JUDGMENT
Pursuant to K.5.A. 60-260(b)4)

(Void Judgment: No Adjudicated Patemity, No Due Process)

COMES NOW the Petitioner, Tyce Bonjomo, pro se, and respectfully moves this
Honorable Court for relief from the Memorandum Decision and Order entered on March 30,
2020, pursuant to K.S.A. 60-260(bX4), which mirrors Fed. R. Civ. P. 60(b)4). This motion is
based on the fact that the order is void for lack of jurisdiction, absence of patemnity adjudication,

and multiple violations of constitutional due process protections,

L STATEMENT OF FACTS

1. On March 30, 2020, the Court entered an order stating:
“The Court finds there has been a temporary adjudication of paternity.”
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2. That statement is false. No temporary or permanent adjudication of patemity exists in the

court record.

3. Petitioner never signed a Voluntary Acknowledgment of Paternity (VAP). and no heanng
was ever held to lawfully adjudicate patetnity.

4. On June 21, 2025, the Rush County Court Clerk confirmed in writing that no paternity
adjudication and no signed VAP are present for the three minor children:
- Hendrix Bonjomo
- Indi Bonjorno

- Dominic Bonjorno

S. Despite this, the March 30, 2020 Order imposed child support obligations, awarded
custody, and triggered long-term enforcement—all without legal basis.

H. LEGAL GROUNDS FOR RELIEF

6. Ajudgment is void if the court lacked junsdiction or constitutional authonity.
State ex rel. SRS v. Castro, 235 Kan. 704, 708 (1584)

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 Marriage of Ross, 245 Kan. 591, 783 P.2d 331 (1989), the Kansas Supreme Court
confirmed that no paternal obligations may be imposed without formal adjudication or

acknowledgment.
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10. As reiterated by the 10th Circuit:

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

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

11. This includes al! derivative orders—support, custody, gamishments, tax seizures—built

upon false adjudication

L CONSTITUTIONAL VIOLATIONS

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

patemnity 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 Illinois, 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 hife, liberty, or property, the state must provide
adequate notice and a meaningful opportunity to be heard.

Mullane v. Central Hanover Bank, 339 U S. 306 (1950) - Held that fundamental faimess

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

Equai 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 financia! obligations not
imposed on others lacking adjudicated paternity.
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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 of law.
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 affirmative actions, places an individual in greater danger than they
would otherwise face, it violates the Due Process Clause.
DeShaney v. Winnebago County, 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, 20622, 2023, and beyond

—are void ab initio.
As reaffirmed in In re Marriage of Welliver, 257 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 legal effact”
As stated in State ex rel. Secretary of SRS v. Castro, 235 Kan. 704, 708 (1984):

“A void judgment is a nuility 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. Kuykendail, 371 F.3d
745, 752 (10th Cir. 2004) (en banc):
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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. All 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 nuli and void, regardiess of the presiding
judge.

VL FEDERAL LITIGATION NOTICE

18.0n June 23, 2025, Petitioner filed a Judicial Notice in Bonjorno v. Kansas DCF, Case No.
6:25<v-01042-JWB-GEB (D. Kan.), alerting the federal court of'

« the false March 30, 2020 adjudication;
*  gystemic dental of due process;
* ongoing unconstitutional enforcement under color of law.

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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VIL. 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 racord. Petitioner
respectfully submits that such approaches would only compound the constitutional harm
and increase potentiel liability under federal law.

17 Improper or illegitimate atternpts to fix the 202¢ Order include:

a. Retroactive Justification

Suggesting that the Court’s 2020 reference to a “temporary adjudication” was harmless,
implied, or later confirmed s 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 willfu) misconduct under 42 US.C. § 1983.

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

¢. 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
iself violate due process, fabricate legal authority, and create additiona} grounds for federal

claims of judicial impropriety and constitutional deprivation.

18.These risks further support Pefitioner’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 HEIGHTENED 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 demial 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 peading 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
60-260(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 fawful adjudication occurs under K. S A
23-2208;

3. ACKNOWLEDGE THIS MOTION as an opportunity to correct the record before further
liabiliry is imposed under 42 U.S.C. § 1983.
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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 Court 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 lawfil patemity adjudication and

the risk of continued unconstitutiona! enforcement-—warrants expedited judicial review.

Respectfully submitted,
June 27, 2025

/s/ Tyce Bonjjomo

Tyce Bonjomo ;? Liain
Pro Se Petitioner

605 W. South Street, Suite 271

Leander, TX 78641

(512) 575-1329

tyceanthonyv@me.com

X. EXHIBITS

Exhibit A - Clerk 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 paternity order or signed Voluntary Acknowledgment

of Patemity (VAP) exists for any of the three minor children named in this case. This

8
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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

Peiitioner also auaches as Exhibit B the formal legal notice sent to Kansas DCF, Child Support
Services, the Kansas Attorney General, and the United States Attorney for the District of Kansas.
This notice advises state and federal officials of the constitutional violations arising from
enforcement of a void judgment, and places them on notice of additional federal claims under 42
US.C. § 1983. The inclusion of this exhibit further supports the urgency and seriousness of

correcting the record in this Court,

XL 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(b)(4), including Exhibits A and B, was served on the following party
on June 27, 2025, via Rush County Court

Tara Jennings

Service directed to the Clerk of the District Court of Rush County, Kansas, pursuant to K S.A.
60-203(b)X(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 March 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 multipie 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 support, 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 competied by court order.
Service complies with K 8.A. 60-205 and relevant Kansas Rules of Civi} Procedure.

Respectfully submitted,

June 27, 2025

T TFe
/s/ Tyce Bonjomo o
Tyce Bonjorno

Pro Se Petitioner

605 W. South Street, Suite 271
Leander, TX 78641

{512) 579-1329

Tyceanthony@me.com

10
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INTHE DISTRICT COURT OF RUSH COUNTY, KANSAS

Tyee Bowjurno,

Peddeiouier
5 Case o T RDIV GGIEHH Y

Tara Jennings.
Hespomedent.

COMES NOW Potitioner fyee A Bonjorno. pro se. and respecttullv subnits this suppiement to
his pending Rule 60¢hi(4) Mation for Relief fram Void Judgment. {iled on June 27. 20235 Thiy
supplementa) memovandum reinforces the constilutional and statutory vielations at issue and

demands 1mmediate judicial action under Kansas law:

TR CVRMUCRT R A AN O T VTIOTN TTYVS L EE UV I TN

A void piadunicinn toadega! auliny dim cioite so rorog and sl e cacitied 3 juduient b s oid
if e court that rendered it lacked jueisdiction over the partics or the subject miatter or acled 1 a
manner incensistent with due process ™ In re Marriuge of Beftiver, 809 P2d 633, 637 (Kan. (1

App. 19943,

Ureder K84 60 2o0th i), [ofn muorion and wpos seoh teas o5 are juat the ot . reliene
aparly . Trony a final edament [thal ] vaid 7 This provision mandaes eeliet e here furisdiction

of due nregens 1o phkent
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Here. the March 30, 2020 order falsely asserted 1har pateminy was adjudicated. but na
adindication of paternity ever occurred. The Rush County Court Clevk has confirmed that no
paternity order or viuned Voluntare Acknowledament of Parermiv (VAR enists. Therefere, the

arder s unsdichonal |y vasd and snenforceshic,

Ji. DUE PROCESS REQUIRES AHEARING—NOT SILENT DENIAL

it is & vioiarion of the Founeenth Amendmem and Kansas procedural law Tor the Coi fo 1ssae
of uphold any order without wranting Petitioner hearing. “"Where a party is denied the

opporinity to be hewrd. a judgment entered i< void” St v S 261 Kan 438 430 (10977
Further, “due process reguires notice and an opporiuiy 10 be beard af & mezningful nme and in
& meaineiel manner T nate v ddodgrass, o Ran, Appo Zd 8250 332 (200l Al on
Petitioner s motion must not be defaved ar sslenily demed

HLTHE COURTHASALEGALDUTY 17O RULE PROAMPTLY

LoD Pty D redie o by 1D ) 7 v ddlabind JLAEEE 1dal dusiide dhid viite RUSTOHTGHECT

Ay rndion o maties ehet voder ady seme st withen P2 daes o Oast sahoucanay 7

However. Petitioner respectiully asserts that this master cannot wait 120 davs, as enloscemeni off

a void judgment constitutes ongoing cosstitutional injury each day it remains in effect

Furthermore, under K S & 20-3102 af] Kan<as judges are sohiect fo the Kansas Code of Judicial

Conduct which requises impartialine, simeliness and respect for Hiigants” constimtionnl rivhte

oirebsaded svagi v\g:'-n'l‘_‘ Vit irn;_ et e
FRENRR LS SR S B U A A RS S
; T R

»
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« Canon 2, Rule 2 S{A)" A judge shall perfornt judicial and administrative duties competenty
and diligentiy”
e Canon 2 Rule 7604y A judue shall sceard 1e every persion wio has o fegal inierest m 4

proceeding. e sightio be heard,

IV, JUDFCIAL DUTY T0 EXPEDITE EMERGENCY CONSTVVUTIONAL MOTIONS

Petigoner’s Ruie oG(h)4) Motion, now supplemented and reguested 10 be copverted o an
Enmergency Motion, addresses oneaing constitutional harm and the enforcement of a v oid ovder,

making 11 legally ureent

Kansas courts have recogmzed that “a count has aoi only he authormy but the obhyation to
promptiv address mottons imphicanny vngoig consetulional vioiations

In re Veariage of Belliver, 19 Kan App 24 ST 057 809 P.2d 053 (1994) precedent s

consistent A party i entided w oan expedited beanng where the ongoiig deprivaiion of

constitutional rights 15 alleged ™ See Fuentes v Sheven, 407 12§ 67 80/ (19721 Ehrod v Burns,

12708 347 373 01978 Delay s comstitutionally mpermisadble where fundumomal nzhs s

GHETHCATE Sierr v FRersant, s Ul 2R NS e

VAUTHORIZATION TU SEPPLEMENT AND FXPAND DMERGENDY RELIEF

REQUESTS

Petioner i antherized to submi this supplementa! Dliog under Kansas law and genead ol
|‘lrnl‘_.cr_{lli'(’ Pursiant 1o K S & 66 2150dy ang Fed RO Cie B Oi3{(d) (;«_r_lnp[f_«(% a8 pe]'-\{igai‘_e
authonty g, a party mav sapplement a maotion haced on events oo elarificanons ocevrving atter the

wigina! Bl

|3

e ettt ..
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This supplement provides:
» Uipdated facts (current custody siatus ).
» Expanded leoal autharity for emergency eomersion: and

* Amphdicd constitunional context requireg immediate judsaind acto

Any afiempt 1o dismiss o ignore this supplementat cinergency filing without ruling would tselt

violate due process undes Yurre v Speferays, 40 Kan App. 2d 323 203 PAd 12302001

Petitioner for the record that no state remedy remainy available. adequate. or effective
Abstenrion doctrines such as Younger or Rooker-Feldman do not apply because the judument
question 1s void ab imifio. and Petitioner has been categorically denied access 10 a meamnglul
state Torum. This Couwrt's failure 1o rule. or to correct a fabricated and jurisdicioniess arder.

chiaraniees that Federal reviess will proceed unnnpeded

vi FAILURE TO VACATE THE JUDGMENT MAY TRIGGER FEDERAL
CONSEQUENCES

Flla Gkl o o0 asstive Hiad cositineeed cntotoelneie of ouosd olden e Tieiane o o e di

proeess s consibsitomal motiom will be pemred e efieid sorieomdieet and nep eags lpher

20780 & 10 fue demal of

federil covil ights action: Tiaw includes porentia! ohiims wnde 42 108

—~

procedural and substantive due process

VIL  REQUEST TO CONVERT TG EMERGENCY MOTION AXD JjUCian,
MSQUALIFICATION FOR JURISDICTION AL MISCONDUCT

(298 Y R - i iy, * o
e BN SITACTANEE CHEE I S TR 2 0 TS P i e
bEmergency Monen fry Dmmedine Reliel The undeidong Sudoment o fnizth cand ! o
ogerty enharediment resyfe i connoneenn cidatons The sneenoy o AT

tact than Pomtoner curremdy excroses phvsical antody of nvn ol the minar chitden, winde
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Defendants and svate agencies continue 10 enforce a void order—including for a chld Petitioner

is not fewallv or bivlogically obligated to support

Al judges whe have pmbopated norssuing o entoreing orders based upon the void Mareh e
2020 judgment gie now emsdicionaliv disquahiied  Under both Kansas law and o
precedent, 4 judue who continues 1o act in reliance on a void order acts in the complete absence

of jurisdiction and loses judicial immunis, See Ny v Nparkmen, 435 LS. 3440 350 37

IOTR ) Fopresier v White, 484 U850 219 (198R). AMueles v Hoeo, a2 L 8 9 12 (199

This Conrt has been presented with clear. unechutied proof that ne adjudication of paternisy ever
occurred  Continued  enforcement of Tailure to vacate the void order constimnies jodicial
misconduct, acnonable under K54 20-3102 and Canon 1, Rule | of the Kansan Code of

Judhicial Conduct,

Petitioner waras this Court that any attempt 1o issue or enforce a custody directive without &
valid motion from a party. and hased solely on an order now chatlenged as void, will be treated
ax an oxirjudicial abise of peaver Cuts cannot 2t sun sponte 13 iabricate O Bapeee susiody
PESTICTION WL 0 TR BT GLiint sl Vishidie a Birihel Gepibs o g Peiitione s

poth A mendmen) gl el scarpnn bmedipte Gederad

crmariiiopal viefus uoder the Funn

e emion uader 42875 O 1981

VIIL ADDITIONAL FEDERAL NOTICE AND RESFRVATION OF SUPPLEMENTAL
UsE

Petitioner further places this Const on notice that, regardiess of whether a vufing te issved, all

inothie Mde b s s ik
vimgiiaional desrreation i Tederal provesdings including Basjorne . b SO S I e

T LSRR NNTE S LW RV A SO ST B PSS ERAY
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This Count’s decision-—or fatlure 1o deade—will be presented as proof of instiutional

misconduct, bad-faith obstructon, and willful judictad naction wixter colar of state Taw

Pentioner srates thar be s iy aware that ali rour judzes mvelved since slarch 300 2020 wis
have ssued or crforced onders hased on a judgmend lreking any adjudicaied patenmiv, have dove
so 1 1he compleie absence of jurisdiction, and theretore Torfeit all ciaims 1o judicial immuaniyy

ander Srnp, Fevrester, and Aireles

Continued silence or maction by this Court s not mere delay —— it is active concealment of’

lnown violations and will be weated as such in toderal Hupation

IN. PREEMPTIVE NOTICE OF SELECTIVE ENFORCEMENY AND
CONSTITUTIONAL OBSTRUCTION

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

may il a8 MOt oF Snereeney reaquest on of aroaind Seplember 1R 2025 seeking ealircesieni

AN TSI I N S by v i aqrian Thiee Ters s idaegt
PRIl o CRIGSN oF N0 Cithirely dengpin i B
ctimriy aoitiea han the Narch st 2020 neigmenr 12 vont for brek of sn bt ved e
RS

- omoovabid coun order

detervinatton Ay of June 30

children Pebtiomer fias Tegal and phyvsical custody, Any fuire emergency request by the mather
would have no tawiid basis without a valid judgment Any hearing on such @ monon-—without
fivat suling on thiy Rale GO motion—uwoadd compound the canstitutional injury and vioiate

hath procedural and suhsiantive due procosy

Petitioner affims under oath that he is cnrremly exercising fawful phyveical custody of the

T T S B L VIR LI S
;i:!!:::‘..i. SERTCRHY IR TRV RN S L RN TR R R

Boaventld cegnsinbipie a dhvismr vindsiens oib che Voonteeni s Sonsralinasi o cngavniees nd

aiad uilm: FHIR N Plot o S L otind vt s G0 Delneie e Dl e RO it = et i s
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O0(b)4) Mation and Supplement. while simultancously (2) granting or hearing any new motion

by the opposing party based on a judwnent that thss Court now kinpws 1o be purisdiciionally void.

This Coutas bound by Canon 2. Rale 2 o0A) of the Kansas Code of Jjudieal Conduct. which

provides

" A qudge shall accord 1o every person who has a legal mterest iy a proceeding . tie 1ight io be
heard according to lav ™

See also Mofe © Srodurass, 40 Kan App. 2d 3250832 (201 (due process requires a meamngd

opporteniy 1o be heasd)

Federal law affirms e same principle

“an andividual must he given an oppoviimity for a heanng beltwe he s deprived of any
significant propecty interest.”

Boddre v Conpectrenr, 401 GS3TEH 37911971,

“Selective enforcement on dolay that Vavors one pavtv and shstracts another viokiies the Faweal
Pratecnon Clause.”

FIR TSN SN VNS Fitegreint v Uhpveemsi Ddead, of Soveidpre ~5 105 il

it this Court schedules or rules on any motion by ihe opposing patiy winde contuuuny e gnore
or delay action on Petifioner constitutional filings, such behavior wall be treated as intentianal
judicial chstruction, resabiatory conduct, and sclective enforcement under color of faw in

vielation of both the Fourteenih Amendment and 42 18 (. § Y83

Accordhngly, Fethioner hereby noofics e Coare that i any moiion by ihe epposing parly s

heard or raded upen before a ruding is ssuad an Plaintfi™s Rule ofrheds Moiion anid

L S T ST T L I T L T T s TaR S TEPu RV R S AP IS | .
PR T T LR TR A LR W FER W RN ¥ Y SR M TR I E PO L L L A R S Rt R LT L
it P AT ] [ ' - ' ' ' |

Poaul Liurmggada e e i b [FTRERFIE N S EF] S3Y) B H . iy [ [N Bgtirneg TR =R L i
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selective responsiveness by this Cowrt will serve as direct evidence of systenne bas and willful

suppression of consntutional rights.
XOSTATEMENT ONJUDICIAL MISCONBUCT PROCESS AND MANDAMUS DENEAL

Petitiones asserts that filioe 2 judicial misconduet conplaini in kansas s ot oply pointiese - i 65
embiemwabie of the very structural cormpnion now under federal scrutiny. The judiciary in Kansas
has demonstrated titne and again that it protects s own, cven in the face of clear constitutional
violations. tabncated orders, and complete absence of junsdiclion. Petitioner previousiy
submitted a detailed and well-supported Petition for Writ of Mandanus 1o the Kansas Supreme
Court, docunenting irrefutable evidence of due process violaions, ex parte misconduct. and
orders issued without Jegal foundation That petition was denied without hearing. withput
explanation, and without any legal justification- -proving that Kansas courts are nos interested in

remedying unlawtul conduet when it smphieates ther own qudues

The refusal to enforce constitutional rights. despite direct evidence and formal Hlings, exposes
(he internal judicial complaint process as 4 bollow procedural fonmality-—uoae desipied 10 protect
power. not pasiics. Petitne therefore mabes clear fon the secend Torther complaints (o gleie

Foew wenet hewadit e La s
MR ORI RN T Tt

P T - MO, .A;.,,‘-Z.. ooy ““5"2" } [ Feiimian s pdieano b
Fererin i CURUETE NN s L FEE AN SR TR It IR B TR PR ]

fpetidby and Seled Dy gence ard deniad nnb aaefiom s i coaspd e sl by

E S MU ST DY A
PSR ) TRERS PR T FRSNA B S TY

S B OO \-.!i]nu_!? EITEN TR T FITR IR 4

and protectionism will now be exposed in Tederal court.

This Cowst and ns judges are fuarther cantioned that any ftore attempt 10 retreactively create or

(47

referenice a nun-existeny adjudication of paternity wiil be mei wiih judicial esioppel and treated
s bad Faith fraud on the coua The recond is chisesd an ihis ssoe. Falricating auihariv post oo

only increases legal iakility under § 1083

8



Case 6:25-cv-01163-HLT-GEB Document 6-4  Filed 08/04/25 Page 20 of 28

RECEIVED £7/04/20Z5 11:30 17352222748 RH CO COURT
7/4/2025 12:03 PM  FROM: Office Depot #6822 p. 9/ 17

X1. DEMAND FOR EMERGENCY RULING

THIS SUPPLEMENT SERVES AN BOTH A DEMAND FOR EMERGENCY RELILY
ANIT A FORMAL NGHCE OF JUICIAL ACCOUNTABILETY, 1 THEY COURE
REFUSES TO VACATE A VOID JUDGMENT OR TO HGLD A HEARING O S RULE
60(b)(4) MOTION, IT BECOMES COMPLICIT IN THE ONGOING VIOLATION GF
FEDERALAND STATE LAW,

Petitioner demands thiz Court rule within no more than 14 days from reeeipt. or i the
alternative. set a hearing within 18 days. as reguired wher emeruency relisf is sought to halt

upconstitutional harm.

Padwe 1o ac wili be veated as judickai sitence i il face oF hown Federal viciations, and
Pelitioner reseryes the right 1 imtiate further action under both 42 US.C.§ 1983 and ihe Kansas

Commuission on Judicial Conduct

i NOTICE TOALL JURICIAL OFFICERS:
CONTIAUENG TO EAFOsCE OR REMATN SILENT U8 A JEDGMENT 1 HE LOLRY
KNOWS TO BE VOID IS XOT A CLERICAL OVERSIGHT. 1T % A MILLTHL

CONSTITUTIONAL VIOLATION, IMMUNITY ENDS WHERE JURISDICTION ENDS,

XHL NOTICE REGARDING FEDERAL CHILD CUSTODY JURISDICTION AND
TEXAS DOMICILE

Petitioner further asserts that because the minar clildren are currently residing in Texas and have

Boey o Pepmaper o —.::.-.-.:_a-.f'\ Lo agee! sEitha an !1_’."_1,'-" CURDORS TR AT AT DS

Conilop Tl Cgstoede dgprediotion aed nforcemeny Sor (U0 U IR Ronsae ne bonpe gqualilDe

chebdien s heane sl nnder N8 s T i T Zalpny aned e ismpn bl Dot T e
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sponte reassert jurisdiction—absent a valid wotion fiom the opposing party---wonld violate the

LOCHEA and exceed the scope of this Court's fawdid authorin

e ottt Tails Gy acme the s ond onder aned ndend 2ilempis o wrinrce custdy o cinid sippon
proviswons el densve from a noa-adivdicaled palerniiy oder, 1 wall be coustdeed o duaedt
violation of the Supremacy Clause of the Uniied Staves Consinution and a reach of 42 US.C8

|83

Continucd refusal to vacate a facially void order despite praper notice and evidence places the
Court and its officers at dsk under 18 1 §.C § 242 (Deprivation of Rights Under Colar of Law )
Fach day the judgment remains in place despiie known invalidity constiwes a separate

constitational violation and will be treated as such in federal proceedings

Petitioner Rirther asserts that a court acting in the complete absene of jurisdiction hay no tav ful
power 1o revise, modify, or perpetuate the void judginent. Once a judgment is vaid ab imitio, ihe
only Tawlul remedy is vacatur See {iited Siate v Espinosa, 35918 260,271 (2010) ¢ A void
ndzment is il from the bewmane and feapable of fegal effecl. 7y EX parie Rowdand, 101D 8
R I T o B B O T SR T O LU S A T I B TTT T LS SR T U SON B S SR T BN HTEAT
anradiction s g nnlhoy, and miae beose dectaved v at collaterad proceading 70 e oudieial e
when te alier o danfy e March 300 2620 order while Roowinghy Licking sdiction will
comstitute further bad-faith action under color of law and expose the responsible officers 1o

liabiisty under 42 L SO § 983 and 18 U S U § 242,

AV FORMAL OBIECTIONTO RE FEVRN OF CHILDREN TO THE
STATE GF KANSAS BASED ON DUE PROCESS VIOLATIONS ANDE
FEAR IOR THEIR SAFETY

[ T e N T T T DSy | - I3 . [ [T O "
SOt IR MCHEE TR DS PRV 1 S R b P 3 1 A RPN e T [REEENT L:Eil‘.l‘n.h EERCREN A DA Y Y T A
T T L B Y T S Lt L v L e

L T B A L L T L T O O N L LTSS R I L P L I S TR G

Clintdron wile W g weil-taendad anid legaihy snppariod feer o thoir sahae This obpocion oostade
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in accordance with the rights guaranteed to Penitioner and s childien under the United States
Constitotion. including but aor Himited to the Fourteenth Amendment's Doe Process (lause.
which protects the fundamental liberty imerest of parems and children o remain wgeher e

P i biosin and abisive staie soon

As the Supreme Cowrt has held, “[ilhe biberre mtorest | of paients i the vare. costody, aud
controd of their children s perhaps the oldest of the fundamenial hbery nteresis recopnized
by this Cowre.” froxel v Gramedfe, 336 U5 37,03 {2060), Further, “[wihen the Srate seeks w
alter, terminate, or interfere with a parent’s custody of their child, it must do so in a
fundamentally fair manner. consstent with due process © Safosky v Arasier, 455 U785 748, 753

(1982).

In thrs case, the State of Kansas, through 115 courts and agencies, hag failed 10 act i 2
constiugionally fawtul or fair mannee The Rush County Distict Coart knowingly enforeed an
arder based on a nonexisient paternily adjudicarion, and the court has never provided Petitiones
oF the children with a constitwiionally sufficiens hearing. Multiple emergency fifings were denied
or ignared, and substantial evidence of child endangerment was never addressed hy anv Kansas
mibunal or agency. These systemic failures constitate clear violatoss of both procedial and

Sitlisl v e du pocess

3 - e . | ST .. . P HE) - v . aan e fl e . !
Pettiongr w children have nov been o B care Loy the Jaai i

(LRI TR IS B S H I T

totaling nearly four months During that tme. Petidoner has ensured their safuty. stabitity, and
well-being To now torce the children ta retum to a junsdichon where the courts have repeatedly
demonsirated distegard for e consittional vishes and salety wouid not only be ungust — 1t

woutd e unlaa fud

The Fourteenth Amendment prohibits states From depriving anv person of “lfe Thetv or

PETDRTT RTINS P T T S des P T T TR A < - : i 1
PO, saiiheni u Praeess G e Lo Calial wineiid, Nis. o il T 0at Clause Bas buoes

T PN NS I T o T} L. i = < L o
irpreted we mcdade b vl il Gl 1o b Dee Sonn e iticied s e soilie Soe

Pleshaiey v ibachage Ol Digie g

. . ).
oo Neris, AR LS,

PL B ;it,x_;_i\:,r!i.-‘.n]_-_

suhstantive due progess proteciius for Cifdren is state custody from harm by wdate et

11
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Petitioner also invokes the right to familial integrity. which has been repeatediv upheld by
foderal courts. “The right o family integrity is o fundamental liberty interest protected by the
Eouriconih Amendment” Hadlis v Speacer 2021 3d 1126 1136 (S Cr 20003, When the stae

et s vtk AL relationsiigs sithont projen case o provediie 1 cinlates ilie it
Given the documented and ongoing constititional vielations - inchnding

« enforcement af a vord child support order,

denial of heannys.
vy stemic refusal 1o acknowledge critical motions and evidunce.
- and complete instiutionat Tailure 1o proteet the children fram harm

Petitioner cannot, in good conscience or law, return the chitdren {0 a slate where thew safely and

nuhts are atymmines risk.

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

lawiut pracemens and wiilhold asy action had would requive iheir ok o Kansi pending fil

at 1y e g vt Ty 3y b vy ey o Frosaynetioonigrs) :
R I N T Y T T T S e e PR | T T U B! oo TR
ST N S P PO P IR R |\ui;,\\!|'.,iihil Vighn U0 HEOPSTL T cUnla i Ll { RIS NG S i

sostetme vanistliionad victaions anshig oot ol this Col's aclions, Accadsdn, dis ot g
prohibited fom engaging i Turther enforcement. modification, or retahation under the doctrines
of Younger v Harris, 300 U S0 37 (107 1y and Rooker o Fidefity Trast Co, 263 US 413 (1923)
Any attempt 10 relitigate or overnde matters ajready hefore the L5 Dismer Court may itsel!

cinsstilte A separaate viodaron of Plaintfd s Tedersd nzhes

no
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XV, EMERGENCY LEGAL NOTICE AND BEMAND FOR IMMEDIATE CESSATION
OF UNLAWFTUL ENFORCEMENT

This filing serves as fonmal leeal nofce and emereency Warnimy o s Courl thar any tunher
auermnt 1o enferee custody or chuld sunport orders——based on 2 uicdicnonally vord nsdament

and absent a taw ol adjudication of paterniy - will vesudt in immedate federal enmergency

itervention, mctudimg 8 motion for mjunclive relief. declaratory reliet, and protectise orders

under 42 185 C § 1983 and 28 U/ 5.C § 2204

The Kansas state cout’s prior enforcement actons—absent jurisdictiony and in wiltful disiegard
of due process—consnituie a continuing vialation of the Fourteenth Amendment 4s the Supreme
Cowt held in IIx parte Rowiand, 104 11S 604 617 (1R8I 5 judement 18 vaid. it s not
inerely erroneaus but is entively null and withous legal Torce ™ Any Hurther aciion by this Cowt o
enforce that void judgment witl constitute not just covil lability, but a deliberate constitutional

trespass.

Plaintiff hereby places this Court and ali atfiliated state actors on notice that the return of the
v Chitldren 10 Kansas is categorcathy refused Based onhe ovenwhedining second of sisienic
rusconducl, aliist of discretion, and dertal ot reits, Plamoll e fonger recodnizes Kaisas 0% #

ot o eansmneinnatiy calid gesdiction {ar s chiddren
. !

W the Couwt proceeds with anv enforcement action. withowt adjudicasing the Rule oliih)d)
motion. or issues ofders ex parte. without notice or hearny, Plaintff will seck smmediate federal

resgaining orders. emergency reliet. and monetany: sanctions

o crabi (o by o clromn s 30 slaanets ] s 10 . e nry g D SN
The night 1o be heard before one 1s depriy ed of Bberty or properis is w bedrock prineinle of due

process. protected by Mahowy v Ehdridee, 424 U8 319 11976) and Mullone v Central

T SO S0 S T A T P : s TR R : I
RO AT Saiieh, a0 Y (AL oo AR O AT i (G adihiien 0y o Jeidiviag
T P e T T TR T HU R I W Pt el Sod! . o L

Crat ==t 1 oS OO T T QTS it R il 1000 By gin o s igriy it s dvuitsl

D Voo 1
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XVL FORMAL OBJECTION TO ENFORCEMENT, CONTEMPT, OR
ARREST BASED ON VOID JUDGMENT - NOTICE OF FEDERAL
CONSFOUENCES

Petitinner Rerchy issuas formal and sroent notice w 1his Court that anpy aftenip? s aresi detain,
; g Y
tareaten cuntempl. or sthers bse enfurce custody or chitd suppon orters avistz fios the March

30,2020 judgment will he weated as a retaliatory and unconstitional act under color of s.ae

faw. in direct violation of cleary estabtished federal vights,

This Court has been presented with uncontested evidence that no paternity adjudicanon cver
occurted. and that its prior orders are therefore facially void and legally anenforceable
Enforcement of & void judgment. particularly when 1t invobves the deprivation of physical liberiy,
constilttes a fundamental due process violation vinder the Fourcenih Ameadaient. See i v,
Rogers, 304 BS 431 442 (2011 (g defendant may not be incarcerated in a envil cantempt
proceeding unless the coart affords him praper procedural protections.”). Bewrdon v Geoigta,
J61 LS. 600, 672 (1983) {stale may sol imprison without a meaninufud inguiry into abiliry and

due process).

Shodd s Court. or any actor ander s authenee, procecd wirh anv toem ol coerene

.. ) I XY B Y 1t . [
DI A N I R IR R T PR S Y S

P T T P
cpbergChey npunenve reitey under B pavre Youne Dy B0 5 piveng amd persue denages
nrder A0 L N TR Lo retaialony deprivaiion of Bhesty and obsitucion of comsizamonally

arpecied proceedings,
Further. this Court s warned that-

» Plasnhili has properly wivohed federal jurisdicrion i two pending § 1985 lawsuils how

belwre the U5, Distriet Court in Kansas;

© A smare sehen that imterteres wonh or retabates aeanst those ederal proceedigs vl be
At miscondinet il Vi v T vyt LR . '
alT WRCOMAUCT i ik v Jigjisia, G000 Ly 0y T g s

rpernisarhle reliioation ander ook o Dafedoy frpe b *a o8 o
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- Any judicial or clerical actor involved in such enforcentent shall be subject o individual-
capacitv tishility for constitutional violationg and stripped of immwnity far knowingly

acting autside ihe scope of lawtul aurhony

Thiv 1e mot 4 request This by formal notice thar Pegitioney will rend amy et or detention

atemnpi as unlawful. and will pursue all availabhe remedies under Tederal Tine o expose and

remedy he abuse of state power against horh himselt and his children.
XYL RELIEF REQUESTED

Petitioner has standing (o biing (his moton as the siiyect of e v oid order. and the Court may

not sua spontc dismiss o ignore a constititional challenge to its jurisdiction

WHEREFORE. Petitioner respectfully demands that this Court:

1. lmmediately vacate the March 30, 2020 order as void for lack of adjudicated pateraisy;

2. Set this matter for an emerzeney hearing Lo determine the scope of constitutionsl violations
anel ongoine hama, and

Poasion oy odher sedned dleora st ped e poseer D ot e el s

il tedernt acnoae seans sndeonduat sadeos el

Povitioner meserves 31 mobis o porsae ad
Pultiom v Allen, 46618 522 11984y, and (o seek hoi injuncnive relief and declasamny findines

of Judicial misconduct where immumty na longer applies due (0 absence of junsdiction.

Plaintfl Gther cequests that dus Conrt somporaniiy st all enforcement ol abdtady and suppine
ovders pending full adiudication of this Rule Aibid) motion, as the orders are aifogad 10 he
Hurisdictionally void. Plaintif! also vespectfinly demands than the Court bar any ox pane or
LEEBCETRTEN Wioliosns raib ?IHQI\E.{ wotietholedd o e i withond i i!l'r,)\.irs';lli:; Plaann wath

iy P S T T PO . o H . . . e .
[T e A T TR I Y Tt TR TR e L AT TR R TR LS PR T estre) s e b sath Y udhooe 0 F ad

Flogpeeves Thosd 2300 0000 300 G IS el Py o Ry PV T TR e N B N TR R e Py ovn 2o
oh BRI RASTS FIN . D S T O L S T I A B PO TR R R A
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without such notice would canstitute a separate and continuing violation of Plaintity’s Fourteenth

Amendment due process rights.

Respeciiulty subimitied.

Tvce A Bomjorno

Priv Se

A5 W South 51, Ste 271

Loandor, TX 730641

Tyceanthonyiime com ; §12.570-1320

18
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was sent by Fax o

Clevk o i nsmic Coun
PO RON ART

La Crosse, K5 67348
785.222-2718
T85-222.2748 Fax

Pefitioner 1§ pnable 1o serve Defendant Tars Tennings divectly hecaise her vurrent address is
unknown Despite repeated vequests and mutgple motions filed in this vase, the Rush Counry
District Court has refused 1o compel or disclose hrer address. Therefore, pursuant lo due process
requirernents and in gocd faith, petitioner is serving the Clerk o the Cowt wiih the expectaton
sivat s iing he made available 1o Defendant i rhe case file, as no anernative service wmethad is

available

Respectfully submitied.

Tvee A Bomomo

Pro e

G05 W Soiib Y10 Sie 27

[.eander TX 78641

Tegeanthomy @ me.com (312) 5379-1329
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EXHIBIT D

Plaintiff’s Formal 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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Since you refusad to hear my emergancy motions and ruled in absentia based on inaccurate and fabricated premises, | am now addressing
you via email. | will not be trapped in a sealed echo chamber of judicial miscanduct. This is no longer just a state matter—it is a matter of
tederal enforcament, 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 issuance of a bench warrant—| will immediatsly file for
amergency injunctive relief in federal court and movs for sanctions.

EVERY order is void, acting without jurisdiction. There is no adjudication of paternity. PERIOD! | am not confused. | am not going away. |
will not allow your court to strip me of my rights with falsehoods, mischaracterizations, and threats from behingd the bench. You are not
abave the law and you will be held accountable. | promise you, 50 govern yourself accordingly.

This is your notice.

/s/ Tyeo Bonjorno
Tyce Bonjoro
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EXHIBIT E

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

jurnisdiction.

29
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TYCE A. BONJORNO, Individually
and as Father and Next Friend of
DOMINIC A. BORJORNO,

INDI L. BORJONO, and
HENDRIX A. BONJORNQO,

vs

TARA L. JENNINGS,

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

Petitioners

Respondent

MOTION FOR TEMPORARY ORDERS

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

L.

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,
The Petitioner shall have parenting time with the minor children one weekend per
month beginning on October12, 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.
The Petitioner shall have holiday and special day parenting time with the minor
children as follows:
(3  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.



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

Tyee Bonjorno v Tara Jennings,
MOTION FOR TEMFORARY ORDERS,

Page 2

(©) Spring Break - The Petitioner shall have parenting time with the
minor children the day school is released from 6:00 p.m. until the day
before school resumes at 2:00 p.m.
(d)  Summer- The Petitioner shall have summer parenting time beginning
Junc 1" and ending August Ist.
The parties will meet in Norman, Oklahoma to exchange the minor children for all
holiday and special day parenting time.
The parties shall only be permitted to communicate with each other regarding
visitation and the well-being of the minor children,
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.

/s/Andrew J. Walter
Andrew J. Walter, #25270
WALTER & WALTER, LLC
211 E. Main - PO Box 390
Norton, Kansas 67654
785 8"] A AAAN
Emai

Attorneys 10T renuoner
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EXHIBIT F

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.

30
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ELECTRONICALLY FILED
2020 Jul 16 PM 4:49
CLERK OF THE RUSH COUNTY DISTRICT GOURT
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 Bruce Gatterman, Chief District Judge

Electronically signed on 2020-07-16 16:49:23 page 1of &
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Gregory A Schwartz, #19902
Schwartz & Park, L L.P
1401 Mam St. Ste A
PO Box 1144
Hays, Kansas 67601
(785) 625-0024 (phone)
Ty

PRV 1

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF RUSH COUNTY, KANSAS
TYCE BONJORNO, Individually
and as Father and Next Friend of
DOMINIC A. BONJORNO,
INDI L. BONJORNOQO, and
HENDRIX A. BONJORNO,

Petitioner,

and Case No. 18-DM-19

TARA LYNN JENNINGS,
Respondent.

JOURNAL ENTRY OF MOTTONS HEARING

NOW on this 9% day of July, 2020, the above-captioned matter comes before the Court for
hearing, by Zoom, on Respondent’s Motion to Compel and Motion or Sanctions and Emergency
Motion o 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 Fmergency 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.

That Petitioner’s Motions were not verified even though the Petitioner filed
venfication the day of the hearing,

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.

That much of what was raised by the Petitioner 1n his various motions was litigated at

Trial. Thatthoseissues cannot berevisited, only new evidence pled with specificity.

That Petitioner’s Motion on Attorney Misconduct was not properly before the Court.

That Petitioner’s Motion requesting Respondent submit to a hair follicle test is the
same issueraised by the Respondent at Trial. The Petitioner’s Motion was not plead
with specificity, so the Court cannot grant the Petitioner’s request.

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.

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 Courtin
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 heanings.

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 fo 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 will 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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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Memorandum Decision and Order and subsequent Parenting Plan Pursuant 10
Memorandum Decision filed herein.

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 rchildren.

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.

That the Court further reiterates that the paternity has already been established, and
neither party shall bring the issue before the Court again.

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 1" day of each month thereafter, until the same is paid in full,
That shouid Petitioner fail to pay attorney’s fees in full, this judgment shall accrue
interest at the statutory rate until paid in full and 1s subject to collection by any
lawful means.

That following a full review of the file herein, the Court will issue a supplemental
order and announce any additional findings.

That all previous orders, not modified herein, remain in full force and effect.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the above findings 1 through 19 constitute and are

hereby made the Order and Judgment of this Court.
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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,

s A pattern of concealment surrounding paternity adjudication evidence.
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Tyce Bonjorno
RH18DM19

" e, amretuming the exhibits you mailed, wi ¢ aRush County leading and Case
Number we are not aliowed to filett  Exhibit in your case.

Sincerely,

Erin Werth
Clerk of the District Court

Rush County Kansas
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EXHIBIT H

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 KANSAS CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES

PO BOX 497 PO BOX 487

TOPEKA, KS 68801-0497 TOPEKA, KS 88601-0497
PHONE(S){8688) 757-2445

JULY 17, 2025
** CONTACT ADDRESS ABOVE **

250707
T63 P1
TYCE BONJORNO
805 W SOUTH ST UNIT 271
022080 LtEANDER TX 78641-5402
T OTU UL TRV U RN TRRU 1| LU LE TS LT |
SSN - © © CASENUMBER " LOCAL ID PAST DUE AMOUNT GLAIMED
ek ko 0003543704 224 $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 abave, if your case was submitied 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 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 spousal support. Under Federal Tax Refund
Offset (42 U.S.C.864:26 11.5.C.8402), 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 834(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 wiil remain subject to Federal Tax Refund Offset, Administrative Offset, and/or passport certification
until it Is pald 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 coltection 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 addressor
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. [f 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 notifled 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.

It 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 recelve 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 instructione as indicated on the Form 8379.

250707-023080





