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THOMPSON, P r e s i d i n g Judge. 

R.J.R. ("the f a t h e r " ) appeals from a judgment of the 

Morgan C i r c u i t C ourt ("the c i r c u i t c o u r t " ) p u r p o r t i n g t o 

modify the judgment of a Tennessee c o u r t r e l a t i n g t o , among 

o t h e r t h i n g s , h i s v i s i t a t i o n w i t h D.J.R. ("the c h i l d " ) and 
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c h i l d s u p p o r t . F o r the reasons s e t f o r t h h e r e i n , we d i s m i s s 

the a p p e a l w i t h i n s t r u c t i o n s t o the c i r c u i t c o u r t t o v a c a t e 

i t s judgment and d i s m i s s the a c t i o n . 

On January 25, 2010, C.J.S. ("the mother") f i l e d a 

p e t i t i o n i n the Morgan J u v e n i l e C ourt ("the j u v e n i l e c o u r t " ) 

t o modify a judgment ("the Tennessee judgment") t h a t had been 

e n t e r e d by the Davidson County, Tennessee, J u v e n i l e C ourt 

("the Tennessee c o u r t " ) on May 7, 2008. She a t t a c h e d t o her 

p e t i t i o n a c e r t i f i e d copy of the Tennessee judgment. The 

Tennessee judgment i n c l u d e d the f o l l o w i n g f a c t u a l b a c k g r o u n d : 

"[The f a t h e r ] i s a r e s i d e n t of Ohio. [The 
mother] i s a r e s i d e n t of Alabama. Both p a r t i e s are 
p h y s i c i a n s who were i n m e d i c a l s c h o o l a t the time of 
t h e i r d a t i n g r e l a t i o n s h i p . Both p a r t i e s r e s i d e d i n 
Ohio u n t i l t h e i r s e p a r a t i o n i n or around May of 2005 
a t which time [ t h e mother] r e l o c a t e d t o N a s h v i l l e , 
Tennessee. [The c h i l d ] was born i n N a s h v i l l e , 
Tennessee, on June 28, 2005. 

"In or around October 2005 [ t h e mother] sought 
t o move from N a s h v i l l e , Tennessee, t o H u n t s v i l l e , 
Alabama w i t h the minor c h i l d t o c o n t i n u e her 
r e s i d e n c y , a t which time [ t h e f a t h e r ] f i l e d h i s 
P e t i t i o n t o E s t a b l i s h P a t e r n i t y . [The f a t h e r ] a l s o 
sought t o r e s t r a i n [ t h e mother] from moving from 
Tennessee t o Alabama. [The mother] f i l e d a Counter 
P e t i t i o n f o r Custody and t o d i s s o l v e the Temporary 
R e s t r a i n i n g Order. 

"On October 20, 2005, the p a r t i e s had a h e a r i n g 
a t which time the S p e c i a l R e f e r e e a l l o w e d [ t h e 
mother] t o r e l o c a t e t o Alabama w i t h the minor c h i l d , 
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d e c l a r e d [ t h e f a t h e r ] t o be the f a t h e r [ o f the 
c h i l d ] , s e t c h i l d s u p p o r t , and e s t a b l i s h e d a 
v i s i t a t i o n s c h e d u l e f o r [ t h e f a t h e r ] t h a t c o n s i s t e d 
of the t h i r d week of each month. 

"The pending P e t i t i o n s were t r i e d b e f o r e [ t h e 
r e f e r e e ] on December 20, 2006. A f t e r a l e n g t h y 
h e a r i n g [ t h e r e f e r e e ] d e s i g n a t e d [ t h e mother] 
p r i m a r y r e s i d e n t i a l p a r e n t w i t h s o l e d e c i s i o n making 
a u t h o r i t y . The [ r e f e r e e ] p l a c e d the p a r t i e s on a 
s c h e d u l e of six-week p e r i o d s whereby the c h i l d would 
r e s i d e w i t h [ t h e mother] f o r f o u r weeks and v i s i t 
w i t h [the f a t h e r ] f o r two weeks of each six-week 
p e r i o d . 

"[The f a t h e r ] a p pealed the R e f e r e e ' s d e c i s i o n 
[to the Tennessee c o u r t ] , s e e k i n g , among o t h e r 
t h i n g s , an e q u a l d i v i s i o n of the c h i l d ' s time v i a a 
t h r e e week/three week s c h e d u l e . 

"The p a r t i e s f o l l o w e d the R e f e r e e ' s o r d e r e d 
s c h e d u l e from December 20, 2006, u n t i l the time of 
the new h e a r i n g i n t h i s cause which c o n c l u d e d on 
March 28, 2008." 

The Tennessee judgment o r d e r e d , among o t h e r t h i n g s , t h a t the 

mother c o n t i n u e t o s e r v e as the c h i l d ' s " p r i m a r y r e s i d e n t i a l 

p a r e n t " ; t h a t the v i s i t a t i o n s c h e d u l e e s t a b l i s h e d by the 

r e f e r e e remain i n f o r c e ; t h a t the mother e x e r c i s e s o l e 

d e c i s i o n - m a k i n g a u t h o r i t y r e g a r d i n g the c h i l d ; t h a t the f a t h e r 

m a i n t a i n h e a l t h i n s u r a n c e f o r the c h i l d ' s b e n e f i t ; t h a t the 

f a t h e r t r a v e l t o p i c k up the c h i l d a t the b e g i n n i n g of h i s 

v i s i t a t i o n p e r i o d w i t h the c h i l d ; t h a t the mother r e t r i e v e the 

c h i l d from the f a t h e r a t the end of the f a t h e r ' s v i s i t a t i o n 
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w i t h the c h i l d ; t h a t each p a r t y b e a r h i s or her own c o s t of 

t r a v e l and the c o s t of the c h i l d ' s t r a v e l when the c h i l d was 

w i t h him or h e r ; and t h a t , because the mother's income g r e a t l y 

exceeded the f a t h e r ' s income a t t h a t t i m e , the mother pay the 

f a t h e r monthly c h i l d s u p p o r t of $92. The Tennessee judgment 

i n d i c a t e d t h a t , because the p a r t i e s and the c h i l d d i d not 

r e s i d e i n Tennessee a t t h a t time and because Alabama was the 

c h i l d ' s home s t a t e , the Tennessee c o u r t had "no d e s i r e t o 

l i t i g a t e any f u t u r e i s s u e s between these p a r t i e s and [would] 

d e f e r t o the a p p r o p r i a t e Alabama c o u r t . " 

I n her January 25, 2010, p e t i t i o n t o the j u v e n i l e c o u r t 

s e e k i n g t o modify the Tennessee judgment, the mother a s s e r t e d 

t h a t the f a t h e r was now a r e s i d e n t of Madison County, a l t h o u g h 

he c o n t i n u e d t o t r a v e l back and f o r t h between Alabama and 

Ohio. She a l l e g e d t h a t , a l t h o u g h the f a t h e r had e s t a b l i s h e d 

a r e s i d e n c e i n Madison County, he had r e q u i r e d her t o c o n t i n u e 

p a y i n g the c o s t of t r a v e l between Alabama and Ohio f o r the 

f a t h e r ' s v i s i t a t i o n w i t h the c h i l d . The mother a l s o a l l e g e d 

t h a t the h e a l t h i n s u r a n c e the f a t h e r p r o v i d e d f o r the c h i l d 

had a h i g h d e d u c t i b l e and t h a t comparable h e a l t h i n s u r a n c e f o r 

the c h i l d w i t h a lower d e d u c t i b l e c o u l d be o b t a i n e d . She 
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sought a judgment r e q u i r i n g the f a t h e r t o pay c h i l d s u p p o r t , 

m o d i f y i n g the p r o v i s i o n i n the Tennessee judgment p e r t a i n i n g 

t o h e a l t h i n s u r a n c e f o r the c h i l d , and m o d i f y i n g the p r o v i s i o n 

i n the Tennessee judgment p e r t a i n i n g t o t r a v e l c o s t s f o r the 

f a t h e r ' s v i s i t a t i o n w i t h the c h i l d . 1 

On June 25, 2010, the f a t h e r f i l e d an answer t o the 

mother's p e t i t i o n i n which he d e n i e d t h a t he r e s i d e d i n 

Alabama. He a l s o f i l e d a c o u n t e r p e t i t i o n t o modify the 

Tennessee judgment i n which he sought, among o t h e r t h i n g s , 

c u s t o d y of the c h i l d o r , f a i l i n g t h a t , an i n c r e a s e i n the 

amount of h i s v i s i t a t i o n w i t h the c h i l d . 

On J u l y 27, 2010, the j u v e n i l e c o u r t , b e l i e v i n g t h a t i t 

l a c k e d s u b j e c t - m a t t e r j u r i s d i c t i o n over the c l a i m s a t i s s u e i n 

the a c t i o n , t r a n s f e r r e d the a c t i o n t o the c i r c u i t c o u r t . 

A f t e r h o l d i n g a t r i a l of the a c t i o n , the c i r c u i t c o u r t 

p u r p o r t e d t o e n t e r a judgment i n which i t t e r m i n a t e d the 

mother's c h i l d - s u p p o r t o b l i g a t i o n , o r d e r e d the f a t h e r t o pay 

c h i l d s u p p o r t , d e n i e d the o t h e r r e l i e f the mother had 

1As the mother's a t t o r n e y made c l e a r a t the t r i a l of t h i s 
a c t i o n , the mother d i d not seek a change w i t h r e g a r d t o the 
c h i l d ' s v i s i t a t i o n w i t h the f a t h e r o t h e r than a r e a l l o c a t i o n 
of the t r a v e l c o s t s a s s o c i a t e d w i t h t h a t v i s i t a t i o n . 
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r e q u e s t e d , d e n i e d the f a t h e r ' s r e q u e s t f o r c u s t o d y of the 

c h i l d , and m o d i f i e d the f a t h e r ' s v i s i t a t i o n s c h e d u l e based on 

h i s t e s t i m o n y a t t r i a l t h a t he would b e g i n r e s i d i n g i n Alabama 

on October 4, 2010. The f a t h e r f i l e d a t i m e l y a p p e a l . 

On a p p e a l , the f a t h e r contends f o r the f i r s t time i n h i s 

r e p l y b r i e f t h a t the c i r c u i t c o u r t was w i t h o u t j u r i s d i c t i o n 

over the a c t i o n because the Tennessee judgment was not 

r e g i s t e r e d f o r m o d i f i c a t i o n or enforcement w i t h an Alabama 

c o u r t i n accordance w i t h the U n i f o r m I n t e r s t a t e F a m i l y Support 

A c t , § 30-3A-101 e t seq., A l a . Code 1975 ("the UIFSA"), or the 

U n i f o r m C h i l d Custody J u r i s d i c t i o n and Enforcement A c t , § 30-

3B-101 e t seq., A l a . Code 1975 ("the UCCJEA"). A l t h o u g h t h i s 

c o u r t n o r m a l l y w i l l not c o n s i d e r arguments r a i s e d f o r the 

f i r s t time i n an a p p e l l a n t ' s r e p l y b r i e f , see B y r d v. Lamar, 

846 So. 2d 334, 341 ( A l a . 2002), arguments r e l a t e d t o a 

c o u r t ' s s u b j e c t - m a t t e r j u r i s d i c t i o n can be r a i s e d a t any time, 

see Ex p a r t e V.S., 918 So. 2d 908, 912 ( A l a . 2005). Because 

we f i n d the i s s u e of j u r i s d i c t i o n d i s p o s i t i v e of t h i s a p p e a l , 

we w i l l not address the f a t h e r ' s o t h e r c o n t e n t i o n s . 

The UIFSA governs "suppo r t o r d e r s " e n t e r e d by a c o u r t of 

another s t a t e . § 30-3A-301; L a t t i m o r e v. L a t t i m o r e , 991 So. 
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2d 239, 241 ( A l a . C i v . App. 2008). I t d e f i n e s a " s u p p o r t 

o r d e r " as "a judgment, decree, or o r d e r , whether temporary, 

f i n a l , or s u b j e c t t o m o d i f i c a t i o n , f o r the b e n e f i t of a c h i l d , 

a spouse, or a former spouse, which p r o v i d e s f o r monetary 

s u p p o r t , h e a l t h c a r e , a r r e a r a g e s , or reimbursement, and may 

i n c l u d e r e l a t e d c o s t s and f e e s , i n t e r e s t , income w i t h h o l d i n g , 

a t t o r n e y ' s f e e s , and o t h e r r e l i e f . " § 30-3A-101(22). The 

UIFSA p r o v i d e s t h a t , under c e r t a i n c i r c u m s t a n c e s , a c o u r t of 

t h i s s t a t e can modify a c h i l d - s u p p o r t o r d e r i s s u e d by a c o u r t 

of another s t a t e . § 30-3A-609. 

P l a i n l y , two of the a s p e c t s of the Tennessee judgment of 

which the mother sought a m o d i f i c a t i o n , c h i l d s u pport and 

h e a l t h i n s u r a n c e f o r the c h i l d , are governed by the UIFSA. 

See § 30-3A-101(22); L a t t i m o r e , 991 So. 2d a t 241. We 

c onclude t h a t , under the f a c t s of t h i s case, the t h i r d a s p e c t 

of the Tennessee judgment of which the mother sought a 

m o d i f i c a t i o n , t r a v e l expenses f o r v i s i t a t i o n , i s a l s o governed 

by the UIFSA. T h i s c o u r t has h e l d t h a t " ' " [ v ] i s i t a t i o n i s the 

j o i n t r i g h t of b o t h the n o n c u s t o d i a l p a r e n t and the c h i l d " ' " 

and t h a t " ' " [ t ] h e b e s t i n t e r e s t s of the c h i l d are f u r t h e r e d by 

the c h i l d b e i n g n u r t u r e d and g u i d e d by b o t h of h i s or her 
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n a t u r a l p a r e n t s . " ' " M.R.J. v. D.R.B., 34 So. 3d 1287, 1292 

( A l a . C i v . App. 2009) ( q u o t i n g Jackson v. Jac k s o n , 999 So. 2d 

488, 494 ( A l a . C i v . App. 2007), q u o t i n g i n t u r n J o h n i t a M.D.  

v. D a v i d D.D., 191 M i s c . 2d 301, 303, 740 N.Y.S.2d 811, 813 

(N.Y. Sup. Ct. 2002)). See a l s o § 30-3-160 ( r e c o g n i z i n g "the 

g e n e r a l p h i l o s o p h y i n t h i s s t a t e t h a t c h i l d r e n need b o t h 

p a r e n t s , even a f t e r a d i v o r c e " ) . Because we r e c o g n i z e t h a t a 

c h i l d has a r i g h t t o v i s i t a t i o n w i t h a n o n c u s t o d i a l p a r e n t and 

t h a t a c h i l d ' s b e s t i n t e r e s t i s f u r t h e r e d by such v i s i t a t i o n , 

we co n c l u d e t h a t the c o s t of t r a n s p o r t i n g a c h i l d f o r 

v i s i t a t i o n w i t h a n o n c u s t o d i a l p a r e n t c o n s t i t u t e s a form of 

supp o r t f o r the c h i l d . See D r a k u l i c h v. D r a k u l i c h , 705 So. 2d 

665, 667 ( F l a . D i s t . C t . App. 1998) ("The expense of 

t r a n s p o r t i n g the minor c h i l d f o r v i s i t a t i o n i s a c h i l d r e a r i n g 

expense l i k e any o t h e r . " ) ; Rapp v. R u s s e l l , 965 S.W.2d 897, 

899 (Mo. Ct. App. 1998) ( t r e a t i n g f a t h e r ' s r e q u e s t t o have 

mother share i n the c o s t of t r a n s p o r t i n g the c h i l d f o r 

v i s i t a t i o n as a c h i l d - s u p p o r t m a t t e r r a t h e r than a cust o d y 

m a t t e r ) ; V i g g i a n o v. R i p p e t e a u , (No. C8-90-1141, Dec. 24, 

1990) n.4 (Minn. Ct. App. 1990) ( u n p u b l i s h e d o p i n i o n ) ( s t a t i n g 

t h a t the expenses of v i s i t a t i o n are "a form of s u p p o r t " f o r a 
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c h i l d ) . Thus, we conclude t h a t , l i k e the o t h e r r e q u e s t s 

c o n t a i n e d i n the mother's p e t i t i o n t o modify the Tennessee 

judgment, the mother's r e q u e s t t o modify her o b l i g a t i o n t o pay 

a p o r t i o n of the v i s i t a t i o n c o s t s under the Tennessee judgment 

i s governed by the UIFSA as s e e k i n g the m o d i f i c a t i o n of a 

s u p p o r t o r d e r . 2 

2The o t h e r p o t e n t i a l b a s i s f o r the e x e r c i s e of 
j u r i s d i c t i o n t o modify a f o r e i g n judgment i n v o l v i n g domestic 
m a t t e r s i s the UCCJEA, which a p p l i e s t o " c h i l d c u s t o d y 
d e t e r m i n a t i o n s . " § 30-3B-203 ( p e r m i t t i n g a c o u r t of t h i s 
s t a t e t o m o d i f y a " c h i l d c u s t o d y d e t e r m i n a t i o n " of another 
s t a t e under c e r t a i n c i r c u m s t a n c e s ) . However, the UCCJEA does 
not a p p l y t o the mother's r e q u e s t t o modify the r equirement i n 
the Tennessee judgment t h a t she pay a p o r t i o n of the 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n expenses f o r v i s i t a t i o n w i t h the f a t h e r 
because, a l t h o u g h the UCCJEA d e f i n e s a " c h i l d c u s t o d y 
d e t e r m i n a t i o n " as a judgment " p r o v i d i n g f o r the l e g a l c u s t o d y , 
p h y s i c a l c u s t o d y , or v i s i t a t i o n w i t h r e s p e c t t o a c h i l d , " i t 
s p e c i f i c a l l y e x c l u d e s from t h a t d e f i n i t i o n any " o r d e r r e l a t i n g 
t o c h i l d s u p p o r t or o t h e r monetary o b l i g a t i o n of an 
i n d i v i d u a l . " § 30-3B-102(3) (emphasis added). See In re  
S.A.V., 837 S.W.2d 80, 83-84 (Tex. 1992) ( h o l d i n g t h a t an 
a d j u d i c a t i o n r e g a r d i n g v i s i t a t i o n expenses does not c o n s t i t u t e 
a " c u s t o d y d e t e r m i n a t i o n " as t h a t term was d e f i n e d by the 
former U n i f o r m C h i l d Custody J u r i s d i c t i o n A c t ("the UCCJA"), 
which c o n t a i n e d a d e f i n i t i o n of "custody d e t e r m i n a t i o n " t h a t 
was m a t e r i a l l y s i m i l a r t o the d e f i n i t i o n p r o v i d e d i n the 
UCCJEA). But see M c C a f f e r y v. Green, 931 P.2d 407, 409 n.4 
( A l a s k a 1997) ( c o n c l u d i n g t h a t an i s s u e r e g a r d i n g v i s i t a t i o n 
expenses was governed by the UCCJA d e s p i t e the UCCJA's 
e x c l u s i o n of d e c i s i o n s " r e l a t i n g t o c h i l d s u p p o r t or o t h e r 
monetary o b l i g a t i o n of any p e r s o n " from the d e f i n i t i o n of a 
" c ustody d e t e r m i n a t i o n " ) . 
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The UIFSA p r o v i d e s t h a t a p a r t y s e e k i n g t o modify a 

c h i l d - s u p p o r t o r d e r i s s u e d by another s t a t e " s h a l l r e g i s t e r 

t h a t o r d e r i n t h i s s t a t e . " § 30-3A-609 (emphasis added). 

T h i s c o u r t has h e l d t h a t a t r i a l c o u r t does not o b t a i n 

s u b j e c t - m a t t e r j u r i s d i c t i o n over a p e t i t i o n t o modify a 

f o r e i g n s u p p o r t o r d e r i f i t i s not r e g i s t e r e d p r o p e r l y under 

the UIFSA. See S.A.T. v. E.D., 972 So. 2d 804, 807 ( A l a . C i v . 

App. 2007). See a l s o Mattes v. M a t t e s , [Ms. 2081122, March 

12, 2010] So. 3d , ( A l a . C i v . App. 2010) ( h o l d i n g 

t h a t "the t r i a l c o u r t never o b t a i n e d s u b j e c t - m a t t e r 

j u r i s d i c t i o n over the f o r e i g n c h i l d - s u p p o r t o r d e r " when i t was 

not p r o p e r l y r e g i s t e r e d as r e q u i r e d by the UIFSA). The UIFSA 

p r o v i d e s the f o l l o w i n g method f o r r e g i s t e r i n g a c h i l d - s u p p o r t 

o r d e r i n a c o u r t of t h i s s t a t e : 

"(a) A sup p o r t o r d e r or i n c o m e - w i t h h o l d i n g o r d e r 
of another s t a t e may be r e g i s t e r e d i n t h i s s t a t e by 
sen d i n g the f o l l o w i n g documents and i n f o r m a t i o n t o 
the a p p r o p r i a t e c o u r t i n t h i s s t a t e : 

"(1) a l e t t e r of t r a n s m i t t a l t o the 
c o u r t r e q u e s t i n g r e g i s t r a t i o n and 
enforcement; 

"(2) two c o p i e s , i n c l u d i n g 
of a l l o r d e r s t o be 

one 
c e r t i f i e d copy, of a l l o r d e r s 
r e g i s t e r e d , i n c l u d i n g any m o d i f i c a t i o n of 
an o r d e r ; 
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"(3) a sworn statement by the p a r t y 
s e e k i n g r e g i s t r a t i o n or a c e r t i f i e d 
statement by the t r i b u n a l or c o l l e c t i o n 
agency showing the amount of any a r r e a r a g e ; 

"(4) the name of the o b l i g o r and, i f 
known: 

" ( I ) the o b l i g o r ' s address 
and s o c i a l s e c u r i t y number; 

" ( i i ) the name and address 
of the o b l i g o r ' s employer and any 
o t h e r source of income of the 
o b l i g o r ; and 

" ( i i i ) a d e s c r i p t i o n and the 
l o c a t i o n of p r o p e r t y of the 
o b l i g o r i n t h i s s t a t e not exempt 
from e x e c u t i o n ; and 

"(5) the name and address of the 
o b l i g e e and, i f a p p l i c a b l e , the agency or 
perso n t o whom sup p o r t payments are t o be 
r e m i t t e d . 

"(b) On r e c e i p t of a r e q u e s t f o r r e g i s t r a t i o n , 
the r e g i s t e r i n g c o u r t s h a l l cause the o r d e r t o be 
f i l e d as a f o r e i g n judgment, t o g e t h e r w i t h one copy 
of the documents and i n f o r m a t i o n , r e g a r d l e s s of 
t h e i r form." 

§ 30-3A-602. S e c t i o n 30-3A-605 of the UIFSA p r o v i d e s f o r 

c e r t a i n n o t i c e t o the n o n r e g i s t e r i n g p a r t y : 

"(a) When a sup p o r t o r d e r or i n c o m e - w i t h h o l d i n g 
o r d e r i s s u e d i n another s t a t e i s r e g i s t e r e d , the 
r e g i s t e r i n g c o u r t s h a l l n o t i f y the n o n r e g i s t e r i n g 
p a r t y as p r o v i d e d under the Alabama Ru l e s of C i v i l 
P r ocedure. The n o t i c e must be accompanied by a copy 
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of the r e g i s t e r e d o r d e r and the documents and 
r e l e v a n t i n f o r m a t i o n accompanying the o r d e r . 

"(b) The n o t i c e must i n f o r m the n o n r e g i s t e r i n g 
p a r t y : 

"(1) t h a t a r e g i s t e r e d o r d e r i s 
e n f o r c e a b l e as of the date of r e g i s t r a t i o n 
i n the same manner as an o r d e r i s s u e d by a 
c o u r t of t h i s s t a t e ; 

"(2) t h a t a h e a r i n g t o c o n t e s t the 
v a l i d i t y or enforcement of the r e g i s t e r e d 
o r d e r must be r e q u e s t e d w i t h i n 30 days 
a f t e r the date of s e r v i c e o b t a i n e d under 
the Alabama Ru l e s of C i v i l P rocedure; 

"(3) t h a t f a i l u r e t o c o n t e s t the 
v a l i d i t y or enforcement of the r e g i s t e r e d 
o r d e r i n a t i m e l y manner w i l l r e s u l t i n 
c o n f i r m a t i o n of the o r d e r and enforcement 
of the o r d e r and the a l l e g e d a r r e a r a g e s and 
p r e c l u d e s f u r t h e r c o n t e s t of t h a t o r d e r 
w i t h r e s p e c t t o any m a t t e r t h a t c o u l d have 
been a s s e r t e d ; and 

"(4) of the amount of any a l l e g e d 
a r r e a r a g e s . " 

In the p r e s e n t case, the Tennessee judgment was not 

r e g i s t e r e d as r e q u i r e d by the UIFSA. A l t h o u g h the mother 

a t t a c h e d t o her motion t o modify the Tennessee judgment a 

c e r t i f i e d copy of t h a t judgment, the mother d i d not r e q u e s t 

t h a t the j u v e n i l e c o u r t r e g i s t e r t h a t judgment as r e q u i r e d by 

§ 30-3A-602(a)(1). Moreover, the r e c o r d does not r e f l e c t t h a t 
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e i t h e r the j u v e n i l e c o u r t or the c i r c u i t c o u r t caused the 

Tennessee judgment " t o be f i l e d as a f o r e i g n judgment," as 

r e q u i r e d by § 30-3A-602(b), or t h a t the n o t i c e r e q u i r e d by § 

30-3A-605 was p r o v i d e d t o the f a t h e r . 

Because the Tennessee judgment was not p r o p e r l y 

r e g i s t e r e d p u r s u a n t t o the UIFSA, the j u v e n i l e c o u r t , and, 

s u b s e q u e n t l y , the c i r c u i t c o u r t , never o b t a i n e d s u b j e c t - m a t t e r 

j u r i s d i c t i o n over the mother's p e t i t i o n s e e k i n g m o d i f i c a t i o n 

of t h a t judgment, S.A.T., 972 So. 2d a t 807, and, as a r e s u l t , 

the mother's a c t i o n a g a i n s t the f a t h e r was v o i d ab i n i t i o . 

See Ex p a r t e Owens, [Ms. 2090899, Dec. 17, 2010] So. 3d 

, ( A l a . C i v . App. 2010) (Mother's r u l e n i s i p e t i t i o n 

d i d not inv o k e j u r i s d i c t i o n of t r i a l c o u r t because she f a i l e d 

t o p r o p e r l y r e g i s t e r f o r e i g n s u p p o r t o r d e r p u r s u a n t t o the 

UIFSA.). Moreover, because the mother's p e t i t i o n d i d not 

in v o k e the j u v e n i l e c o u r t ' s and the c i r c u i t c o u r t ' s 

j u r i s d i c t i o n , those c o u r t s l i k e w i s e c o u l d not have o b t a i n e d 

j u r i s d i c t i o n over the f a t h e r ' s c o u n t e r p e t i t i o n , f i l e d i n the 

same a c t i o n . Ex p a r t e Owens, So. 3d a t (Mother's r u l e 

n i s i p e t i t i o n was a n u l l i t y because of her f a i l u r e t o p r o p e r l y 

r e g i s t e r f o r e i g n s u p p o r t o r d e r p u r s u a n t t o the UIFSA, and, 
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t h e r e f o r e , her subsequent attempt t o comply w i t h the UIFSA was 

l i k e w i s e a n u l l i t y . ) ; B l e v i n s v. H i l l w o o d O f f i c e C t r . Owners'  

Ass'n, 51 So. 3d 317, 321-23 ( A l a . 2010) (Because p l a i n t i f f 

l a c k e d s t a n d i n g , c o m p l a i n t f a i l e d t o i n v o k e t r i a l c o u r t ' s 

s u b j e c t - m a t t e r j u r i s d i c t i o n , and a c t i o n was due t o be 

d i s m i s s e d i n t o t o , i n c l u d i n g defendant's c o u n t e r c l a i m s . ) . 

Because we conclude t h a t the mother's p e t i t i o n t o modify 

the Tennessee judgment d i d not i n v o k e the j u v e n i l e c o u r t ' s or 

the c i r c u i t c o u r t ' s s u b j e c t - m a t t e r j u r i s d i c t i o n , the mother's 

p e t i t i o n was a n u l l i t y and her a c t i o n s h o u l d have been 

d i s m i s s e d . "A judgment e n t e r e d by a c o u r t l a c k i n g 

s u b j e c t - m a t t e r j u r i s d i c t i o n i s a b s o l u t e l y v o i d and w i l l not 

s u p p o r t an a p p e a l . " Vann v. Cook, 989 So. 2d 556, 559 ( A l a . 

C i v . App. 2008). A c c o r d i n g l y , we d i s m i s s the a p p e a l w i t h 

i n s t r u c t i o n s t o the c i r c u i t c o u r t t o v a c a t e i t s judgment and 

d i s m i s s the mother's a c t i o n . 

APPEAL DISMISSED WITH INSTRUCTIONS. 

P i t t m a n , Thomas, and Moore, J J . , concur. 

Bryan, J . , concurs i n the r e s u l t , w i t h o u t w r i t i n g . 
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