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In a procaeding 1o enforce & domesticated foreign judgment. the defendant appealed from
orders of the Circuit Court, Broward County, Constance Nutaro, J., which granied plaint#fs
motions o compel discovary and 1o hold dafendant in contempt. After sansclidstion, i
Destrict Court of Appeal, Warner, J.. hald fhat: (1) triad coun had Jurisdiction aver the
detendant. (3) even If irial court did nol have personal jurisdiction over defendant o onder
defendant to answer inberrogatonies, defendant was not free fo disobey frial courts arder
and (3} clvil contempt oroer was rendered moot by reversal of foraign udgment to extent
that il saught to compel defendant to answar the interrogalories, howeser, contempt order
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Affirmed in part, reversed in part, and remanded
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Dafendant, against whom California judgment had been entered, waved dalm of
lack of personal jurisdiction over procsedings to enforcs that judgment, which had
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personal jurisdiction by making substantive chjections o axfent of dscoveny
requested from third-parties.
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for appelles.

Opinion
WARNER, Judge.

This non-final appeal questions the unsdiction of the tral courl over the parssa of appellant
ina proceading to enforce a foreign judgment domesticated pursuant 1o section 55 501,
Florida Statutes (Supp.1984),

In Apdil, 1987 appelies fied a Califomia jusgaventin Floida pursuant to section 55,501,
Florida Statutes (Supp. 1684). Nolice was sent 1o appeliant pursuant 1o (he satuls, and
appellant does not challenge the domestication of the judgment pursuant to that statute in
thiesé proceedings. In ald of execution on the domesticated judgment, appeliee set
depogitions and sarved subposnas on the record cusiodians of two Fiodda banks, In July of
1887, appeliani made an Eppearance in the proceedings by filing two mobons for protectve
arders fo prevent the taking of the depositions of bank officials, He claimad that ax & pary
he was entilled to nolice of the taking of deposiions pursuant to Fiorida Rule of Civil
Procedure 1.351(b) which ha did not receive and he also argued that the nolice demanded
production of records regarding dealings of his wife wha was not a panty 1o the jLdgmant,
hlmmamhN'ﬂﬂmnmﬂmmﬂmt%lh&mrﬁmﬂmmlmmr
hig pargon

Subseguently. appelies sarved voluminous interrogatories on appailant in ald of execution
Recaiving no tmely responge, appelies filed 8 motion to compe! answers io interogatones,
and the irial court enterad an agreed order compelling responses within tan days.
Thereafter, in objeclions io intemogatores, appeliant raised for the first time his contention
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that the triaf court did not have jurisdiction over his person and further that the imerogatonias
‘ware imslevant, immalerial and that they excesd the number aliowed under Bhe rulss, In
response. appalise moved to hold appetiant and his atorney in conlempt of court, which
mation was withdiawn at hearing. Instead the mial court ordered the appeliant io file the
angwers. within ten days.

Appeliard appealed the order compeliing answers 10 This coun pursuast 16 Flonds Rule of
HAppefiate Procedure 9.130(a)3)(CH() on the ground that the order granting the motion 1o
compel necessarily overuled his objectien 19 jurisdiction and thus determined that the court
had juiisdichion over his person, Appellant filed a mofan for gtay of the trigl court's order
which was denied. Review by this court under Flatida Rule of Appeliate Procadure 9.310{f)
was also denied.

Receiving no respanse io the motion to compel afer the stay had been deniéd, Appalies
filed 2 motion for contesnpt. In granting the moton, the trial coun found that the appedant
hiad |Atentlonally wolated the courls prior arders, held appelant in conternpt, ordensd him to
angwer the interrogalones, and (o pay a $1.000 sanclion 1o appelies's counsel within ter
days. This order was also appealed 10 this courl and consolidated with the prior appeal.

After both appeals were filed, Appetiant moved o relnquish junsdiction and stay this appeal
bacause the underlying Califomia judgment was reversed upon appeal Thus appetant
could now mave pursuant 1o Florida Rule of Civl Procedure 1.540(b) to vacste what is now
& Flonda judgment. § 55 503, Flo. 5l (Supp. 1984). However, appelles rosists the dismissal
of this appeal because he claims that the jurisdictional issu@ and subsequent sanclian
imposed In the contempt order are not rendered moot by the reversal of the Califomia
action. We agres (hat the issues am not moot

1 2 Foreign jedgments are entitied to domastication in Florida pursuant o section
55.501. Flonda Statutes l&m1m1.mmmmmmwwm
foreign judgemants, antitied 1o full faith and credit under constitutional standards, Friy
tecome Flonda judgments for enforcement purposes. As such, under the statute the
judgment sought 1o be domesteated must be final. Sse Jones v Roach, 118 Ariz, 148, 575
P.2d 345 (Ariz.Apn.1877). interpreting the identical Arizona Uniform Enfarcement of Foreign
Judgment Law. Whelher of not the judgment ks final must be detemmined by the: law of the
slate of rendiicn, but where thal state’s law is not brought to the cour's atlention, the law of
that state may be prasumed to be the Law of the forum state. See Aboandendalo v Vonels,
88 50 20 282 (Fla, 1956)

k] 4 In the instant case, no Callfomia law hos bean pregentad, 5o we presums thal
the: law of Calfomia is the same as the law of Flarida with regard o the finality of judgments.
lnFIuﬂuahﬂanmlunul'Mmmhnghnmmlmnb-mmmrmu
Wmhaﬁmtﬂrnumbthmﬂupmﬁudlmrﬂwwmuptmﬂmlw
execulion or otherwise,” Chan v. Braswick Corp, 388 So.2d 274, 275 (Fla. 4th DCA 1980),
Accord Prutf v, Srock, 437 50.2d 768 (Fla. 18t DCA 1883). That termanation occurs whan
the trigl coun loses jurisdiction over Ihe cause upon the expiration of the Hme Emits set forth
in Florida Rule of Civil Procoduns 1 530(b). Prit al 774, An appeal doss nol alfec fnality,
but a party may stay enforcement of a judgment by posting a supersedeas bond in the case
of a money judgment. [ ¢ 310 Theretore, we conciude that the Casfornia
judgment was final when renderad and that it was entiled fo enforcement pursuant io
section 55,501, Florida Statules (Supp. 1584) ai the fima it was recorded in Florida. Mo stay
‘was requasted of the “377 Florida court, nor was it brought fo the trial court's attention or our
afiention that enforcament had been stayed in California. Consequentty, the trial court had
subject matter jurisdiction 10 act in thi anfercement proceedings in this case

5 mlmndmﬁmilmMIMﬁllmMJuﬂtMMmplrwnnr
appeliant. While appellant appears to be a non-resident and was not served with process in
this case, he voluntarily entered an appearance by maving for a protective ander against the
laking of depositions without assenting his claim of lack of parsonal jurisdiclion. In that
miotion bt claimed that he was nol given notice: of the taking of depasition and request for
documents to which he as & parly was enbitied under Florida Rule of Civll Procedure 1,351
{Ed. Fmr.mmmﬂummmmmummmmmmm
pmmmlinﬂlnn-ummwnwwlhmwrmmtnm#wmmm
this motion, although appelkes states in his briaf that a hearing was hald on the motion and
mmmm.Mﬂ.MIMtMImnmmmm
under the Floida Rules of Civil Procedure which are avadabie 1 parties. When the appeilant
M:Mmammhmmﬁmummhnmmmmu
lack of jurisdiction. Cumberand Soffware, inc v Graal Ampncan Movigage Corp.. 507 So.2d
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T84 (Fla. 4th DCA 1987), Thus, when the trigi eourt entered 28 ardar compelling descovery i
had bath subject matter jurisdiction and personal jurisdiction over the defendant. And
congequentdy, it also had the authodty to enfomrs ils onder

& 7 As lo the contempl order, not only do we find that thare was personal
HMMMMMMWWFHMM&HHHMWMH
at the lime o order appellant ko anewar the intemogetories, appellant was not fiee o disobay
mmwmwmmMmhmmmmwwmmmm
the oowsrt, mmmthMMMImmunmijunwmmnr.
W.mmmammummikvmhdﬁmﬁwwumrmr
feversed on appedl. Kaylor v. Kaylor, 466 So.2d 1253 (Fla. 2d DCA 1985); Jamason v
State, 447 So0,2d 892 (Fia. 41h DCA 1983), i 455 50,24 380 (Fla. 1884}, In Jamason, this
court daarty held thal when the party's claim is that the court does not Rave purisdiction over
his person o subgect him to the orders of the court, lack of personal jurisdiction makes such
order voidable only, nel void. “One may nct disobey wilh impunity the order of a court which
is menely vosdable. as here.” Jamason at 898. We further find that the trial court had
authority fo determine the motion for contempt notwithstanding the appeal of the order
compeiing discovery 12 this court. Wallham A Condeminism Association v. Village
Management, inc. 330 So.2d 227 (Fla, 4th DCA 1978); FMS Managemen! Systems, Inc v
105 Morigage Corp., 402 S0.2d 474 (Fla. 4th DCA 1581).

8 However we now come o the guestion of whether the appeal is moot. The contamet
procesding is unguestionably chvil in nature.

In & civil contempt proceading an offended party 1o the CHUSE IS primarily
seeking relief, personal and private 1o Mimself, as distinguished from
pummmmmmomsiwnumu disrespectiul to the court
and its authority,

Demetree v. State. 89 So.2d 498 (Fla, 1858). In he instant case the discoviery sought was
for appeliee’s persanal and private interest in enforcing the Califomia jusgment. Since that
judgmant which was sought (o ba enfiorced in this Flonda sction is of no further lorce and
effect, ihe appaliee can no longer seek reief in the way of discovery going loward tha
enforcemant of the judgment, as appelles in his brief even concedes. Thus, io enforee (hat
pnrﬁmdhﬂduwhﬁmhnmlhmnmmammmﬂww
&l this point act as a punishment to sppeliant, which is ROl the primary purpose of civii
m.mmu-mnm:umahmwﬂumumm
to angwer the interogatonies and respond 1o the request for production. However, as to the
award of sanctions o appaliee’s counsal which, based upon the 312 aifidavits presented
below, were 0 compensate appalles for his atomey's feis expended in secuning
compliance with the vald arder of the trial courl, we affirm. Podock v T & M imvpsimants,
inc., 458 So.3d 673 (Fla. 3d DCA 1084). That complisnce with the arder FRGUINNG BNEWOTE
o interrogatones has been mmmwmmmnlnmeunmmheﬂhw
of the attempts by appolies's altorneys 10 seek compiance with (he discovery orders which
at the time were improperty resisted by appellant

In summary, we hold that the tnial court did have jurisdiction over the appillant in this acton,
and appeilant was required (o obay the orders of the tnal courl, However, since execulion on
the judgment has been rendered moot by tha reversal of the Califormia judgment, it folows
that compllance with discovery s mool Mevertheless, aithough the pant of the purge
provision of the contempt arder requiring compliance with discavery is moot, thal portion
fequiring payment of sanctions for afforneys fees lo appelles’s counsal is not moot and must
ba complied with by the appallant,

We tharefore affirm the order compeling discovery whach determingd the lsue of personal
jurisdiction, reverse in par the order of contemgt, and remand for proceadings consstent
‘with this apinion.

ANSTEAD and GLICKSTEIN, JJ., concur.
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