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ARGUMENT
L The cases cited by Appellant are distinguishable from the facts of this
case.

Appellant stands on its initial Brief in this matter. However, Appellant
submits this Reply Brief to note that two cases cited by Appellee are
distinguishable and should be given far less weight (if any) than Appellee
suggests. In both of these cases, Church Mut. Ins. Co. v. Rison, 16 Kan. App. 2d
315 (1991) and Martin v. Brown, 716 N.E.2d 1030 (Ct. App. Ind. 199), Appellee
correctly notes that other state courts have analyzed restitution and statute of
limitations arguments under the laws of their respective states. However, nothing
in either opinion suggests that there was confusion about, or any error in
calculating, the amount or enforceability of the sentencing courts’ restitution
orders.

In contrast, as explained in Appellant’s Brief, the County Attorney, Judge
Lee, and Judge Butler all acknowledged confusion regarding the restitution order
at issue in this matter. Appellant’s reliance on the sentencing order was therefore
reasonable, particularly given that two district court judges and the County
Attorney each expressed the same uncertainty about the order. Accordingly,
Appellee’s reliance on these two out-of-state cases is misplaced.



CONCLUSION
The district court erred in granting Sackschewsky’s motion to dismiss and
dismissing Plaintiff’s Complaint with prejudice. Plaintiff thus asks this Court to
reverse the decision of the trial court and remand for further proceedings.
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