IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES

JENNIFER SCHULTZ,
Applicant,

V.

CARL D. SCHULTZ,
Respondent.

APPLICATION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE A PETITION FOR A WRIT OF
CERTIORARI

To the Honorable To the Honorable Amy Coney Barrett,
Associate Justice of the Supreme Court of the United States
and Circuit Justice for the Seventh Circuit

Applicant Jennifer Schultz respectfully requests, pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 13.5, an
extension of 60 days, up to and including December 4, 2026, within which to file a petition for a
writ of certiorari seeking review of the judgment of the Indiana Supreme Court denying transfer
on July 6, 2026.

1. Jurisdiction

This Court's jurisdiction is invoked under 28 U.S.C. § 1257(a). The case arises from a final
Jjudgment in a state-court proceeding. The Indiana Court of Appeals issued its decision on
January 23, 2026, in Court of Appeals Case No. 25A-DC-01633. The Indiana Court of Appeals
subsequently denied Applicant's petition for rehearing on April 2, 2026. Applicant thereafter
sought transfer to the Indiana Supreme Court, which denied transfer on July 6, 2026,

2. Judgment Sought To Be Reviewed

Applicant seeks review of the judgment and decision of the Indiana Court of Appeals in Court of

Appeals Case No. 25A-DC-01633, together with the subsequent denial of transfer by the Indiana

Supreme Court on July 6, 2026.
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The underlying trial-court matter is Newton Circuit Court Cause No. 56C01-2308-DC-925.

3. Grounds for Extension

Good cause exists for the requested extension. Applicant is proceeding without counsel and is
preparing a petition that presents substantial federal constitutional issues arising from a family-
law proceeding. The case involves significant questions concerning Applicant's rights as a parent
and requires careful review of the state-court record, the Indiana appellate decisions, and
applicable decisions of this Court.

Additional time is necessary to prepare a petition that adequately identifies the federal question
presented, explains the basis for this Court's jurisdiction, and provides the Court with the
relevant portions of the state-court record.

Applicant respectfully requests the full 60-day extension permitted by Rule 13.5 so that the
petition can be prepared accurately and completely.

Further, concurrent causes 45D04-2204-CT-000409, 56D01-2308-CM-000938, and
56C01-2608-CT-000867 are interrelated, pending, and/or dismissed without prejudice attributing
to the complexities.

4. Extraordinary Circumstances Concerning Timing

Applicant recognizes that Rule 13.5 ordinarily requires an application for an extension to be filed
at least 10 days before the petition is due. The present application is being submitted on the date
the petition is otherwise due.

Applicant respectfully requests that the Court consider the application notwithstanding that
timing because of extraordinary circumstances, including Applicant's pro se status, the
complexity of the underlying family-law proceedings, the need to identify and properly present
the federal constitutional issues for Supreme Court review, and the substantial record and
procedural history that must be reviewed in preparing the petition.

Applicant respectfully requests that the Court exercise its authority under Rule 13.5 to grant the



requested extension.
5. Requested Extension
Applicant respectfully requests an extension of 60 days, through and including December 4,

2026, within which to file the petition for a writ of certiorari.

Respectfully submitted,
‘&, Q\ October 5, 2026

/ Aennifer Lynn Schultz, Pro, Se
2251 Hampton Drive, Apt. 16
Highland, IN 46322
219-765-7698
SchultzJLynn@yahoo.com




In the
Inmdiana Supreme Court

Jennifer Schultz, Court of Appeals Case No.

FILED
Appellant(s), 25A-DC-01633

Jul 06 2026, 11:38 am
. Trial Court Case No.
’ 56C01-2308-DC-925

CLERK
Indiana Supreme Court
Court of F\gpcnls

and Tax Court

Carl D. Schultz,
Appellee(s).

Order

This matter has come before the Indiana Supreme Court on a petition to transfer
jurisdiction, filed pursuant to Indiana Appellate Rules 56(B) and 57, following the issuance of a
decision by the Court of Appeals. The Court has reviewed the decision of the Court of Appeals,
and the submitted record on appeal, all briefs filed in the Court of Appeals, and all materials
filed in connection with the request to transfer jurisdiction have been made available to the
Court for review. Each participating member has had the opportunity to voice that Justice’s

views on the case in conference with the other Justices, and each participating member of the
Court has voted on the petition.

Being duly advised, the Court DENIES the petition to transfer.
Done at Indianapolis, Indiana, on _7/6/2026

JM "a-M
Loretta H. Rush
Chief Justice of Indiana

All Justices concur.



MEMORANDUM DECISION

Pursuant to Ind. Appellate Rule 65(D), this Memorandum Decision is not
binding precedent for any court and may be cited only for persuasive value
or to establish res judicata, collateral estoppel, or law of the case.
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IN THE

Court of Appeals of Indiana

Jennifer Schultz,
Appellant-Defendant

V.

Carl D. Schultz,
Appellee-Plaintiff

January 23, 2026

Court of Appeals Case No.
25A-DC-1633

Appeal from the Newton Circuit Court
The Honorable Jeryl F. Leach, Judge

Trial Court Cause No.
56C01-2308-DC-925

Memorandum Decision by Judge Scheele
Judges Brown and Felix concur.
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Scheele, Judge.

Case Summary

In dissolving the marriage between Jennifer Schultz (Wife) and Carl D. Schultz
(Husband), the trial court awarded legal custody and primary physical custody
of the couple’s son, C.S. (Child), to Husband. Wife now appeals, asserting a
variety of issues. However, her appellate brief lacks the cogent argument
required for appellate review and fails to comply with the Indiana Rules of
Appellate Procedure in other ways. We therefore find her claims waived and

affirm the trial court’s order.

Facts and Procedural History

Husband and Wife were married in 2018, and Child was born in 2021. In
August 2023, Husband filed a petition for dissolution of marriage, and Wife
filed a counter-petition. Under a provisional order, Wife was awarded use of
the marital home in Lake Village. Wife was also awarded primary physical
custody of Child, with Father exercising parenting time. The court also

appointed a guardian ad litem (GAL).

In January 2024, the GAL petitioned the trial court to order Wife to undergo a
psychiatric evaluation, citing “major concerns about Wife’s mental health.”

Appellant’s App. Vol. II p. 44.' The trial court thereafter ordered both parties to

! The written pagination in Wife’s appendix does not match the PDF reader. Our pagination of any
document in the record refers to the PDF pagination.
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undergo psychological evaluations, which were conducted in April. Husband’s
evaluation revealed no concerns for his mental health. According to Wife’s
evaluation, she “presents with borderline personality disorder with narcissistic
personality disorder traits” and she “could possibly become mentally unstable
to the point that she could harm herself, [Child], or both.” Id. at 99-100. The
evaluation included recommendations for Mother to receive psychiatric
treatment. Thereafter, Father petitioned the court for a modification of the
provisional order to grant him primary physical custody and sole legal custody
of Child. After a hearing, at which Wife indicated she was unwilling to undergo

psychiatric treatment, the trial court granted Husband’s petition.

The final hearing on the petitions for dissolution of marriage occurred in May
2025. Wife proceeded pro se. Prior to the presentation of evidence, the parties
stipulated to certain facts, including the value of the marital residence, as well
as its mortgage balance and equity balance. Following the hearing, the trial
court issued an order granting Husband primary physical custody and sole legal
custody of Child, with Wife receiving supervised parenting time according to
the GAL'’s recommendation. The court divided the marital estate evenly, except
for the premarital portions of each party’s retirement accounts and the parties’

premarital vehicles. Wife now appeals.

Discussion and Decision

We first note Wife has chosen to proceed pro se. “It is well settled that pro se
litigants are held to the same legal standards as licensed attorneys.” Basic v.

Amouri, 58 N.E.3d 980, 983 (Ind. Ct. App. 2016). Pro se litigants are “bound to
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follow” the Indiana Rules of Appellate Procedure and “must be prepared to
accept the consequences of their failure to do so.” Id. at 983-84. Though we
typically “prefer to decide issues on the merits,” where an appellant’s
noncompliance with our appellate rules is “so substantial as to impede our
consideration of the issues, we may deem the alleged errors waived.” Id. at 984.
“We will not become an advocate for a party, nor will we address arguments
which are either inappropriate, too poorly developed or improperly expressed to
be understood.” Ramsey v. Review Bd. of Ind. Dept. of Workforce Dey., 789 N.E.2d

486, 487 (Ind. Ct. App. 2003) (quotation omitted).

Wife’s appellate brief fails to comply with our Appellate Rules in multiple
respects, impairing our ability to review her claims. We look first to the
statement of facts section. An appellant is required to provide a narrative
statement of the facts presented in accordance with the standard of review
appropriate to the judgment or order being appealed and supported by page
references to the record. Ind. Appellate Rule 46(A)(6). The statement of facts
must also be devoid of argument. Wife’s statement of facts section fails to
comply with this Rule in almost every way. It is not written in a narrative
fashion, but rather a list of bullet points. The majority of the section is not
supported by reference to the record, and the few citations that are provided are

unhelpful due to Wife’s failure to correctly paginate her appendix.

Most troubling is the content of the statement of facts section, which not only
contains argument but almost exclusively focuses on irrelevant information that
is not in the record. Wife spends approximately twenty-five pages detailing
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unfounded allegations against her attorneys, Husband’s attorneys, the GAL,

and the trial court. For example, she alleges,

[t]hat the court officials, counsels, [Husband] and third parties
are known to engage in targeted exploitation, dangerous schemes
involving sabotage of anniversaries, holidays, employment &
career, residences, insurance and mail fraud, social, religious,
familial, financial concurrent with court dates & the majority of
pleadings, appearances, substitution of counsel, marriage,
dissolution, final hearing dates, and other pertinent timelines
inside and outside of the court used to defraud, harass, stalk, set
up, intimidate, launder, traffic, scapegoat, premeditate &
conspire to commit murder as a means to cover up and rewrite
truth, similar to [Husband’s] acts documented and recorded over

the years.

Appellant’s Br. p. 31. In sum, Wife’s statement of facts utterly fails to provide

us with a narrative of relevant facts to aid our review.

Moving to Wife’s argument section, she fails to present cogent argument
supported by citation to legal authority. Appellate Rule 46(A)(8) requires the
appellant’s brief to include an argument section that “contain[s] the appellant’s
contentions why the trial court . . . committed reversible error.” That argument
“must contain the contentions of the appellant on the issues presented,
supported by cogent reasoning,” and “[e]ach contention must be supported by
citations to the authorities, statutes, and the Appendix or parts of the Record on

Appeal relied on.” App. R. 46(A)(8)(a).

Wife asserts a variety of arguments but fails to support any with cogent

reasoning or citations to the record. For example, she alleges the proceedings
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were tainted by “judicial bias” but fails to support that assertion with any
evidence. Appellant’s Br. p. 34. She does not point us to any part of the record
showing judicial bias, nor does she tell us how the alleged bias affected the
proceedings. She next alleges the trial court failed to consider evidence of
alleged domestic violence when balancing Child’s best interests but does not
point to any such evidence in the record. Similarly, she alleges the court “failed
to include, properly value, or equitably divide assets, including the marital
home[,]” but beyond this assertion does not tell us how the court erred.” Id. at

38.

(10]  Given the lack of cogent argument and the other significant rule violations,
Wife has waived appellate review. See Perry v. Anonymous Physician 1, 25 N.E.3d
103, 105 n.1 (Ind. Ct. App. 2014) (“[A]lleged errors are waived where an
appellant’s noncompliance with the rules of appellate procedure is so
substantial it impedes our appellate consideration of the errors.”), trans.

denied. We therefore affirm the trial court’s order.

11  Affirmed.

Brown, J., and Felix, J., concur.

PRO SE APPELLANT

2 Furthermore, both parties agreed to stipulate as to the value of the marital home. See Tr. Vol. I p. 174. And
Wife cannot challenge a stipulated fact as it is “conclusive upon both the parties and the tribunal[.]” England
v. Alicea, 827 N.E.2d 555, 558 (Ind. Ct. App. 2005).
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Jennifer Schultz
Highland, Indiana

ATTORNEY FOR APPELLEE

Andrew P. Martin
Miller, Sachs & Hess, P.C.
Crown Point, Indiana
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IN THE

COURT OF APPEALS OF INDIANA

Jennifer Schultz,

Appellant,
V. Court of Appeals Cause No.
25A-DC-1633
Carl D. Schultz, FILED
Appellee. Apr 02 2026, 10:33 am

CLERK
Indiana Sugpreme Court
Court of Appeals
and Tax

it

Order

Appellant has filed a Petition for Rehearing.

Having reviewed the matter, the Court finds and orders as follows:
Appellant’s Petition for Rehearing is denied.

Ordered: 4/2/2026

Brown, Felix, Scheele, JJ., concur.

For the Court,

(nbeoto (N Naaitso

Chief Judge
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that on October 5, 2026, a true and correct copy of this Application for Extension of
Time was served upon by USPS certified mail, return-receipt to :

Clerk of the US Supreme Court
1 First St, NE
Washington, DC 20543

Attorney Andrew Martin
1401 E Greenwood Ave

Ste 300,

Crown Point, IN 46307
amartin@sachsandhess.com

Respectfully submitted,

o YIS N

Jennifer Lynn Schultz
Plaintiff, Pro Se

2251 Hampton Drive, Apt. 16
Highland, IN 46322
219-765-7698
schultzjlynn@yahoo.com



