
 

 

I N THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT 
FOR THE DI STRI CT OF KANSAS 

 
 
CESSNA FI NANCE CORPORATI ON, 
  
     Plaint iff 
 
 vs.       Case No. 13-1311-SAC 
 
VYWB, LLC and PARMJI T S. PARMAR, 
 
    Defendants. 
 
 

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER 
 

  The case com es before the court  on the m ot ion of the plaint iff 

Cessna Finance Corporat ion ( “CFC” )  to renew judgm ent  and the renewal 

affidavit  filed by its at torney. ECF# #  52 and 53. I n Novem ber of 2014, this 

court  entered a m oney judgm ent  against  the defendants on both counts. 

According to the plaint iff’s counsel’s affidavit , the defendants “have m ade no 

paym ents toward the obligat ions em bodied in”  the court ’s m oney judgm ent  

and that  the rem aining balances due are on count  one- -$4,547,427.84 with 

interest  accruing at  the rate of 5.65%  from  and after June 20, 2014, and on 

count  two- -$5,216,936.96 with interest  accruing at  the rate of 5.65%  from  

and after June 20, 2014, plus at torneys’ fees and expenses in the am ount  of 

$50,000 through the date of judgm ent . ECF#  52, ¶ 5. Though believing that  

the filing of its counsel’s affidavit  suffices under state law to renew the 

judgm ent  under K.S.A. 60-2403(a)  and Fed. R. Civ. P. 69(a) (1) , the plaint iff 

Cessna Finance Corporation v. VYWB, LLC et al Doc. 54

Dockets.Justia.com

https://dockets.justia.com/docket/kansas/ksdce/6:2013cv01311/93835/
https://docs.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/kansas/ksdce/6:2013cv01311/93835/54/
https://dockets.justia.com/


 

2 
 

is caut ious also to m ove this court  to grant  its m ot ion for renewing this 

federal m oney judgm ent  pursuant  to Fed. R. Civ. P. 81(b) , if applicable.  

  As the Tenth Circuit  has said in McCarthy v. Johnson,  1999 WL 

46703, at  * 1 (10th Cir. Feb. 3, 1999) , “we think it  beyond quest ion that  

renewal of a judgm ent  is a type of relief available to lit igants, and that  the 

requirem ents governing the grant ing of such relief are governed by state 

law. See Fed. R. Civ. P. 69(a) .”  See also Roberts v. Sum m ers,  2014 WL 

3400735, at  * 1 (D. Kan. Jul. 10, 2014)  (Fed. R. Civ. P. 69(a)  binds a federal 

court  to follow state law for execut ion of judgm ent  procedures) ;  Denton v. 

Dodson,  2014 WL 1653251, at  * 1 (N.D. Okla. Apr. 24, 2014)  ( “State law 

governs the procedure on execut ion of judgm ents in federal court . Fed. R. 

Civ. P. 69(a) (1) .” ) .  

  The court  finds that  the renewal affidavit  of plaint iff’s counsel 

substant ially com plies with the requirem ents of K.S.A. 60-2403(a)  and that  

the plaint iff has provided not ice of this m ot ion, m em orandum  and affidavit  to 

the judgm ent  debtors by service upon their  counsel of record.  

I T I S THEREFORE ORDERED that  the plaint iff’s judgm ent  is hereby 

renewed for an addit ional five years from  the date of the affidavit ’s filing, 

and the plaint iff’s m ot ion (ECF#  53)  is granted.  

 
 

 



 

3 
 

Dated this 22nd day of October, 2019, Topeka, Kansas. 

 

                           s/ Sam  A. Crow      
    Sam  A. Crow, U.S. Dist r ict  Senior Judge   


