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SUMMARY

The Wyoming Supreme Court affirmed an order clarifying a divorce decree under W.R.C.P. 60(a). The

court held that conflicting provisions concerning transportation costs for visitation created a patent

ambiguity that could be clarified without modifying the decree. The clarified order provided that

weekend visitation costs were borne by the visiting parent and other visitation transportation costs

were shared.
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Mother appealed from a district court order clarifying or correcting a
divorce decree under W.R.C.P. 60(a), specifically regarding the

allocation of transportation costs for visitation.

The court reviewed de novo both whether the alleged correction or
clarification concerned a clerical mistake under W.R.C.P. 60(a) and

whether the order clarified rather than modified the original judgment.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the district court had authority under W.R.C.P. 60(a) to clarify the ambiguity between the

divorce decree and the incorporated Standard Visitation Order.

2. Whether the district court's order properly clarified the original decree or instead impermissibly

modified it without a material change in circumstances or a timely motion under W.R.C.P. 59(e).

HOLDINGS

1. W.R.C.P. 60(a) permits a court to clarify an ambiguous judgment when clarification effectuates the
contemporaneous intent of the court, even when the ambiguity is patent or latent and is not merely a

mechanical transcription error.

2. The district court properly clarified, rather than substantively modified, the divorce decree by applying
the Standard Visitation Order's allocation of transportation costs: the visiting parent bears weekend-

visitation costs, and the parents share other visitation costs.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A full reading of Spomer clearly indicates that Rule 60(a) is “designed to clarify as well as correct” in order

to serve its purpose “to effectuate the intent of the court.”” (9 11)

“That calculus is informed and guided by the central purpose of Rule 60(a) which “is to effectuate the

contemporaneous intent of the court and to ensure that the judgment reflects that intent.”” (9 14)

“In its order granting Father’s motion to clarify, the district court properly employed Rule 60(a) to clarify the
ambiguity and correctly clarified the decree according to the contemporaneous intent of the trial court.” (
24)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The parties divorced in 2012 and had one minor child. The decree awarded the parties joint legal custody, gave
the father primary residential custody in Wyoming, and granted the mother, who lived in New Mexico, liberal
visitation. The decree stated generally that the parties would share transportation costs, while the incorporated
Standard Visitation Order required the visiting parent to bear weekend-visitation costs and required the parents
to share summer and holiday transportation costs. The father sought clarification after the mother exercised

weekend visitation and insisted that transportation costs be shared.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The parties divorced in 2012, and the divorce decree awarded the father primary residential custody and the
mother liberal visitation. The father later moved to correct or clarify an ambiguity between the decree and the
incorporated Standard Visitation Order concerning transportation expenses. The district court granted the motion
and clarified that weekend visitation expenses were the responsibility of the visiting parent while other visitation

costs were shared. The Wyoming Supreme Court affirmed.
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