
In Matter 

KIMBRA 

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF JOHNSON COUNTY, KANSAS 
CIVIL COURT DEPARTMENT 

of 

PHILLIPS (MARTIN) 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

No. 89CV6890 
Court No. 14 

Chapter 60 

ORDER DENYING MOTION FOR RECONSIDER<\. TION 

Phillips moves court to reconsider November 1 2003, granting 

respondent Martin's Motion to and denying petitioner's motion for an order establishing 

an outstanding of child support Phillips the jurisdictional 

set out in original motion. Essentially, Phillips maintains that, in computing the arrearage 

Washington court enforcement effectively 

child court the child 

support this court continuing over case. For 

Phtllips Linn v. Child Support Enforcement, A.2d 954 (Del. 1 

Although Linn is a case, this court finds 

In Linn, 1983 order Mr. to 30% of as child support and to 

pay 50% bills. In 1995, Mrs. Toman filed in Minnesota a petition for arrears, 

current support, and dental requesting the court to compute amount of the 

arrearage. The Minnesota court issued an order holding that Mr. owed $30,458.00 arrears, 

1.05 in medical and dental and $750.00 per month in current support. 

Linn that was a modification of the original order and 

that the court not jurisdiction to modify original order. 
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Rejecting ar~~urrlent that computation of the arrearae:e constituted a modification 

of the original SUt)Oort order, the court 

Toman's 1995 petition in MinOiesolta I:eques;ted arrears for unpaid 
support accruing as of April 1983 order that required 
payment by Linn of 30% and for 50% of accrued 
meclicaJ bills. In 1995, 

order, not to ..... r.A~~::;" 

mC1ne1ary calculation 
a wage attachment. She reques:ted 
the sums due under the 1 
salary was to be paid, to 
Toman did not to increacSe, ael:re:aseorchange amount 
1983 order; was not a modification 
earlier order ... 

at 964-65. Compare SJ.u,~ru~!mlllli1, ~ Kan. App. _, 74 P. (2003)( under the 

Uniform Interstate :SUlJPort Act, KansacS child SUt>port sent to North Carolina for 

enforcement were not 11,"",[".1.;[,",'" Carolina's del:ennirlatilon no am~arj:Ule existed). 

Addi ti onally, court rejected Linn's to in Delaware the 

since he rec,ei,red Minnesota he~Lnn,gbut did 

not reqlue~st modification or nttIPT"'X!l(,P cltlallengethe arrears. Si~tnijficcmtly the court 

could now attempt to modify, in Delavvare, MlIme!;ota 1995 An'eru:agl~S Order that 

enforcement in Delaware," and to .... U'UH;;C .. ,!',I;; the Minnesota 1995 

would violate U.S.C. and Credit 

Act (FFCCSOA)] and the full faith and nrClVl:>I0I1S of the 

the court .;0, .... ,'''''''', Linn wl<;,hp(: to ch,tlle:nge arrears l:i:1ll\,;Uli:1LJIVU 

.rre.arages Order, must so MllnneS()ta." Linn. v. Delaware Child Support Enforcement, 736 

contention court has continuing ex(~lu~;ive jurisdiction to modify the 
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original support order is irrelevant to enforcement before this court. The term 

'continuing, exclusive jurisdiction' is in the Uniform Family Support Act 

Stat. § 101 et to indicate that only one tribunal has jurisdiction to modify a 

child support at a time; and that tribunals jurisdictions that UIFSA 

subject matter jurisdiction to enforce the provided they have jurisdiction over 

the respondent. at 959; Note, 11(B)(3) (1992), §§ 204-208 (1992). 

v. 

v. Williams, 25 856 (1989). 

While 

order, 

comment to Section 611 ofUIFSA states: 'under 
registration is subdivided distinct categories, registration 

for enforcement, or modification, or 
recognizing truism that when a support is 
for enforcement, the of parties affected 
previously litigated. Because obligor already a day 
before an appropriate tribunal, an enforcement remedy may be 
summarily invoked. On the other hand, modification of an existing 
order presupposes a change the rights of the parties.' 

A.2d at 962-63. 

correctly argues that this court retains jurisdiction to the original 

UIFSA state wherein the order has been registered also has subject matter 

jurisdiction to enforce the order. Id. at962, (under UIFSA, a child-support enforcement order, 

which not modified, remains in effect in the issuing state those states in which 

order has Therefore, after Martin moved to enforce the Kansas order in 

Washington, Washington jurisdiction. As Linn, Washington mere 

calculation the dental expenses under the VUlJ<,Ul,U not 

Washington's enforcement V'v';"'vU'UJ;< into a modification 

This court finds that the motion to reconsider is without and to prevIOus 
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ruling that the Washington court's 

Accordingly, Phillips may not 

challenge the order in the Washington a.1J~J"'lI,a. ..... courts. 

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED 

isDE~1ED. 

Dated this 6th 

I certify 
counsel of 

of ----.--J 2003. 
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amount the 

.1."-<111;)''''' but must 

Reconsideration 

~ .... --7 
McANANY 

KecoI1SHler:at1()n was mailed to all 
Order. 
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