
IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF ROCKDALE COUNTY 
STATE OF GEORGIA 

 
LAURA JEAN MCFALL    ) 
       ) 
 Plaintiff,     ) 
       ) Civil Action 
v.       ) File No. 02-CV-2287N 
       ) 
CHRISTOPHER WADE WARD   ) 
       ) 
 Defendant.     ) 

AMENDED TEMPORARY ORDER 
 

 It having come to the attention of the Court that the Temporary Order entered on 

February 10, 2003, requires certain addendums and corrections, the Order is hereby AMENDED 

as follows: 

1)   The first full sentence at the top of page two (2) is corrected to read: 

 “The parties have stipulated a $1,080 child support arrearage by the Plaintiff.” 

2)   The last sentence on page four (4) is corrected to read: 

“The Plaintiff must satisfy her $1,080 child support arrearage to the Defendant within 60 

days of this Temporary Order.” 

3)   After the second paragraph on page five, the following paragraph is added: 

 “Neither party shall threaten, harass, or molest the other, nor disparage or belittle the 

other party in the presence of the children.  In the event such prohibited conduct should occur, 

the non-offending party shall be entitled to bring an action for Contempt against the other party, 

and the offending party shall face the threat of incarceration.” 

4)   The last paragraph on page eight (8), continuing on page nine (9) is amended to read: 

 “Because the General Assembly enacted child support guidelines to ensure that Georgia 

would continue to receive federal funding for child support programs, the Supremacy Clause of 



the U.S. Constitution requires the state to comply with the applicable federal regulations.  

Townsend v. Swank, 404 U.S. 282 (1971); Calif. Dept. of Human Resources Development v. 

Java, 402 U.S. 121 (1971); Rosado v. Wyman, 397 U.S. 397 (1970); King v. Smith, 392 U.S. 309 

(1968); In re Marriage of Gilbert, 88 Wash. App. 362 (1997); In re Matter of Rose on Behalf of 

Clancy v. Moody, 83 N.Y.2d 65 (1993), cert. denied 511 U.S. 1084 (1994).   Adversely affected 

individuals have been given the right to challenge state non-compliance with federal funding 

mandates.  Id.   Furthermore, the Supremacy Clause requires this Court to invalidate the 

guidelines if they violate the federal mandate.  Id.   Finally, the U.S. Supreme Court has held that 

a reviewing court is not bound by a federal agency finding of state compliance and must 

undertake an independent review when state compliance is challenged by an individual claimant.  

Townsend v. Swank, 404 U.S. at 286.” 

 SO ORDERED this ________ day of February, 2003. 

 

       ____________________________________ 
Sidney L. Nation, Sr., Chief Judge 
Rockdale Superior Court 
Rockdale Judicial Circuit 

 

 

  

 


