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I.

INTRODUCTION
In a previous case addressing Gaylene Mock’s claim that she is an

interested party entitled to a payment from an estate, we affirmed the superior court’s
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denial of her claims.1 Before we issued our decision in that case, Mock filed suit against
the individual beneficiaries of the estate based upon the same legal theory that she had
asserted against the estate. The superior court dismissed her second suit as barred by
collateral estoppel. She appeals that decision. Because her claims against the estate are
barred by the statute of limitations, we affirm the superior court’s dismissal.
II.

DECISION
1.

In a previous case, Estate of James V. Seward,2 Gaylene Mock and her son

filed motions asserting that he was an interested person3 entitled to a share of the estate
and that she was entitled to a payment for back child support because Seward was her
son’s father.4 The superior court denied their claims.5
2.

Mock had claimed that she was a creditor of the estate based upon 18 years

of unpaid child support for her son.6 We concluded that claim was barred by the statute
of limitations; her son was in his 30s at the time she filed her complaint.7 On appeal we
affirmed the superior court’s decision that Mock was not an interested person.8
3.

Before our decision was published, Mock filed a new complaint against the

beneficiaries of the Seward Estate. Her complaint argued that she filed a creditor claim
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against the estate, the claim had never been disallowed and should be paid, the
beneficiaries received the estate’s assets, and therefore the beneficiaries owed her back
child support.
4.

The superior court dismissed Mock’s complaint, holding that it was barred

by collateral estoppel as a result of this court’s decision.
5.

Because we held that “the statute of limitations on [Mock’s] claim expired

years before Seward died”9 the superior court correctly dismissed her complaint against
the beneficiaries.
6.

The superior court’s dismissal is AFFIRMED.
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