RENDERED: March 28, 2003; 2:00 p.m
NOT TO BE PUBLI SHED

Conunomuealth Of Kentucky

Court of Appeals

NO 2002- CA-000843- MR

ROY T. MAYNARD APPELLANT

APPEAL FROM BELL Cl RCUI T COURT
V. HONORABLE JAMES L. BOALING JR, JUDGE
ACTI ON NO 02-Cl-00131

JAM E LYNN MAYNARD APPELLEE

OPI NI ON

AFFI RM NG

k% k(% %% %%k **

BEFORE: HUDDLESTON, PAI SLEY AND TACKETT, JUDGES.
PAI SLEY, JUDGE. This is a pro se appeal froma decree entered
by the Bell Circuit Court in a dissolution proceeding.
Appel I ant contends that the court erred by prematurely entering
the decree. Although appellee did not file a brief on appeal,
we affirmfor the reasons stated hereafter.

The record shows that the parties married in October
2001, and that appellant filed a petition for dissolution five

mont hs |l ater on March 21, 2002. No children were born of the



marriage. It appears that appellant was incarcerated in the
Bell County Forestry Canp throughout the marri age.

Appel lant’ s pro se petition for dissolution clearly
was a generic fill-in-the-blank formon which he conpleted only
t hose bl anks whi ch appeared to be pertinent to him The generic
demands listed at the end of the petition included a request
that the court equitably divide marital property and debts, as
wel | as requests concerning child custody, child support and
mai nt enance. Despite the generic request for a division of
marital property and debts, the petition was acconpani ed by
appel lant’s affidavit of indigency, in which he swore under oath
that he owned “no real property, assets, nor stocks or bonds, or
anyt hing of actual value.” Appellant was given | eave to proceed
in forma pauperis.

On April 1, 2002, appellee responded to the petition
and specifically stated “that the parties have not accunul at ed
any marital property or debts.” On April 15 appellee filed a
notion and supporting docunents seeking entry of a decree of
di ssolution, again stating that the parties had no nmarital
property or debts subject to division by the court. The court
entered a decree of dissolution that sanme day, stating that “the
parties have no marital property, or debts to be divided.”

Two days later, on April 17, appellant filed a

response to appellee’s notion for entry of a decree of
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di ssolution. He alleged for the first tine that appellee had in
her possession a vehicle which was marital property because a
portion of the vehicle' s purchase price as well as certain car

i nsurance paynents had been | oaned to the parties by appellant’s
nmot her. Appellant also alleged for the first tinme that he was
entitled to the return of his personal property, and he
requested that appellee be ordered to provide himw th tenporary
mai nt enance and heal th insurance. However, the record shows
that the court did not respond to the April 17 notion, and that
appellant did not file any notions seeking to set aside or alter
the April 15 decree. Instead, on April 22 he filed a notice of
appeal fromthat decree.

On appeal , appellant contends that the trial court
prematurely entered the April 15 decree w thout providing him
with anple opportunity to respond to appellee’s notion to enter
a decree of dissolution. He also requests that this court
provide himwith certain relief regarding the vehicle,
mai nt enance and heal th insurance. However, appellant never
filed any notions to alter or set aside the April 15 decree, and
he did not otherwi se provide the trial court with the
opportunity to correct any errors relating to the decree’s
entry. Although appellant did tinmely file a notice of appea
fromthe April 15 decree, that decree did not in any way address

the issues now rai sed on appeal. It follows, therefore, that
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such issues are not properly before this court and nay not be
addressed on appeal .
The decree is affirned.

ALL CONCUR

BRI EF FOR APPELLANT — Pro Se: NO BRI EF FI LED FOR APPELLEE
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Ashl and, Kent ucky



