2019
Florida Family Law
Case Update

Summaries of all Florida Family
Law Case Appellate Opinions
Reported in 2019

The ULTIMATE Resource
for 15 years for
Florida Family Law Case
Updates

Written Materials by Eddie Stephens
Edited by Caryn A. Stevens

To Subscribe to FREE Monthly Updates:

www.EddieStephens.com

©2020 Eddie Stephens


http://www.eddiestephens.com/

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Agreements
Alimony

Appeals

Attorneys’ Fees
Discovery
Enforcement
Equitable Distribution
Income

Injunctions

Life Insurance
Modification

Name Change
Parenting

Partition

Procedure
Relocation

Support
Temporary Relief
UCCJEA

Table of Authorities

0 N O A~ W W

11
14
14
16
16
17
17
21
21
22
22
24



Agreements:

Hellard v. Siegmeister, 44  Fla.L.Weekly D2584 (Fla. 3rd DCA
2019). Reconciliation or remarriage abrogates the executory provisions of a prior
marital settlement agreement unless there is an explicit statement in the
agreement that parties intended otherwise. However, executed provisions of a
prior settlement agreement are not affected by reconciliation or remarriage
absent a re-conveyance or a new written agreement to the contrary.

Romaine v. Romaine, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2565 (Fla. 5th DCA 2019). Trial court
erred by finding Wife’s changes to marital settlement agreement did not change
original agreement, and created an enforceable agreement. A marital settlement
agreement is subject to the laws of contract. It is well-established that an
acceptance must be a “mirror image” of the offer in all material
respects. Otherwise it is a counter offer which rejects original offer.

Springer v. Springer, 277 So0.3d 727 (Fla. 2nd DCA 2019). Co-parenting
agreement between bio parent and non-parent unenforceable in Florida.

Ziegler v. Natera, 279 So0.3d 1240 (Fla. 34 DCA 2019). Trial court affirmed for
setting aside prenuptial agreement when husband promised to provide financial
disclosure, never did, and demanded his pregnant wife sign agreement day
before wedding.

Famiglio v. Famiglio, 279 So0.3d 736 (Fla. 2rd DCA 2019). The Wife filed for
divorce in 2013 and dismissed it. Wife files for divorce again in 2016. Prenuptial
agreement provided scheduled payments to Wife based on how long marriage
was as defined when someone files for divorce. Court erred in using 2016 date
to calculate payments instead of 2013 date. Agreement was unambiguous.

Alimony:

Schroll v. Smith, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2734 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Award of alimony
remanded for redetermination when income resulting from equitable distribution
was not considered.

Weininger v. Weininger, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2502 (Fla. 5th DCA 2019). No error
denying alimony to Wife in long term marriage where she had significant income
from trust, received significant assets in property division and was able-bodied,
educated and capable of working, while Husband had to retire.

Cooper v. Cooper, 278 So0.3d 765 (Fla. 2D DCA 2019). Award of alimony reversed
when it appears it was based on husband’s gross income as opposed to net.

Will v. Will, 277 So0.3d 182 (Fla. 2D DCA 2019). Award of alimony remanded
when judgment failed to address husband’s living expenses.

Molina v. Perez, 276 So0.3d 80 (Fla. 3d DCA 2019). Trial court erred awarding
durational alimony instead of permanent alimony in 20-year marriage. Final




Judgment finds vocational report indicated wife would be able to increase her
income, but vocational report was not in record.

Shaw v. Shaw, 273 So0.3d 1145 (Fla. 2d DCA 2019). Trial court erred in failing to
award wife nominal permanent alimony in 28-year marriage where wife was a
licensed veterinarian, but only worked part-time during marriage. Trial court
should have awarded nominal permanent alimony to allow wife to have ability to
increase alimony if she is unable to secure employment after using her best
efforts.

King v. King, 273 So0.3d 233 (Fla. 2rd DCA 2019). Trial court affirmed for denying
alimony in short term marriage when wife failed to overcome presumption
against award of alimony.

Zubrickly v. Zubrickly, 273 S0.3d 217 (Fla. 4t DCA 2019). Party can use F.S.
61.14 to modify agreement (without modification action) before it is ratified by
final judgment.

Gilliland v. Gilliland, 266 So0.3d 866 (Fla. 5th DCA 2019). When dissolution
judgment gives no guidance as to why permanent periodic alimony is
inappropriate in a long-term marriage and why durational alimony is awarded,
reversal is proper.

Frerking v. Stacy, 266 So0.3d 273 (Fla. 5th DCA 2019). Trial court erred in
awarding wife of 18-year marriage, 6 years of durational alimony as opposed to
permanent without addressing presumption of permanent alimony in long term
marriage. Court also erred imputing income to wife as if she was full time teacher
when she did not possess a teacher’s certificate and, therefore, was not qualified
for such a position.

Lizzmore v. Lizzmore, 263 So0.3d 268 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial Court reversed
for awarding more than $1,000.00 a month in alimony when pleadings only
requested $1,000.00 per month.

Alvarez-Reyes v. Fernandez-Gil, 271 So0.3d 70 (Fla. 4t DCA 2019). Trial Court’s
imputation of income to husband and award of permanent alimony to wife
affirmed.

Griffitts v. Griffitts, 263 So0.3d 220 (Fla. 5t DCA 2019). Trial Court erred
awarding three years of durational alimony, instead of permanent alimony, in
long term marriage.

Fox v. Fox, 262 So0.3d 789 (Fla. 4t DCA 2018). Fourth DCA recedes
from Farghali, and holds motion for rehearing is not necessary to preserve prior
error when Trial Court fails to make statutory required findings of fact. Certifies
conflict.

Appeals:



Schroll v. Schroll, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2734 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Award of alimony
remanded for redetermination when income resulting from equitable distribution
was not considered.

Knowlton v. Knowlton, 282 So0.3d 154 (Fla.1st DCA 2019). Party did not preserve
error that modifying court imposed support amount had lighter burden then
support set by agreement. Acknowledges 2nd, 4th and 5Sth DCA no longer
recognize separate burdens.

Johnston v. Johnston, 278 So0.3d 921 (Fla. 5th DCA 2019). Judgment that
awards entitlement, but not amount of attorney’s fees, is not ripe for appeal.

Diogo v. Diogo, 278 So0.3d 821 (Fla. 3D DCA 2019). Without transcript available,
appellate court cannot meaningfully review findings of fact.

Burch v. Burch, 279 So.3d 265 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Appeal challenging award of
entitlement to attorney’s fees premature when amount is not determined.

McFall v. Welsh, 282 So0.3d 888 (Fla. 5th DCA 2019). Trial court must rule on
pending motion to stay before appellate court does. See Fla. R. App. P. 9.310(f).

Bell v. Bell, 275 So0.3d 1282 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Order that does not fully
determine the rights or obligations of a party regarding child custody or
timesharing is not an appealable final order.

Skelly v. Skelly, 277 So.3d 1087 (Fla. 5tr DCA 2019). Challenge to wife’s standing
to seek modification of support after child emancipated, not appropriate for writ
of prohibition because failure to grant motion to dismiss does not create
irreparable harm.

Engle v. Engle, 277 So0.3d 697 (Fla. 2D DCA 2019). Appellate court ruled party
does not need to file motion for rehearing, to preserve error, when court fails to
make findings on statutory alimony factors. Certifies conflict with 1st; 3D &
S5th DCA

Brown v. Brown, 275 So0.3d 798 (Fla. 5th DCA 2019). Unless fundamental error
on appeal is on face of judgment, appellate court cannot address alleged errors
without transcripts of proceeding.

Wolf v. Wolf, 276 So0.3d 48 (Fla. 2rd DCA 2019). Court did not have jurisdiction
to hear appeal on attorneys’ fees when entitlement was determined, but not
amount. Former Husband cannot challenge equalizing payment without
transcript or demonstrating reversible error.

Padgett v. Padgett, 268 So0.3d 280 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Former Husband cannot
challenge lower court’s findings that he has additional income available to him
in absence of transcript.

Browner v. Browner, 272 So0.3d 530 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Appellate Court did not
have jurisdiction to review non-final order that reserved jurisdiction over child




support and equitable distribution, which then rendered that order as non-final,
even if some issues are resolved in order.

Perez v. Dwyer, 271 S0.3d 1116 (Fla. 3d DCA 2019). Can’t appeal an Order
suspending timesharing when no transcript provided.

Williams v. Jessica L. Kerr, P.A., 271 So0.3d 82 (Fla. 3d DCA 2019). Appeal
challenged award of charging lien despite allegations of collusion, but without a
transcript Appellate Court can only address errors on face of judgment.

McGee v. McGee, 264 So0.3d 1087 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Without transcript,
Appellate Court can only address errors of law on face of judgment.

Troike v. Troike, 271 So0.3d 1069 (Fla. 34 DCA 2019). Appeal on order of
supervised visitation dismissed as moot when subsequent order removed
supervision.

Attorneys’ Fees:

Navarro v. Veloz, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2625 (Fla. 3td DCA 2019). Trial court erred
denying fees when they were not plead, but other party failed to object to the
entry of the evidence on the issue, therefore the matter was tried by consent.

Kalis v. Kalis, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2597 (Fla. 4th DCA 2019). Trial court erred in
awarding party $3,766 in attorneys’ fees for clerical work which attorney’s
secretary performed.

Knowlton v. Knowlton, 282 So0.3d 154 (Fla.1st DCA 2019). Party did not preserve
error that modifying court imposed support amount had lighter burden then
support set by agreement. Acknowledges 2nd, 4th and Sth DCA no longer
recognize separate burdens.

Quigley v. Culbertson, 279 S0.3d 1260 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Default fee provision
in MSA did not prevent husband from obtaining fees per F.S. §61.16 in post
judgment proceedings.

Fleming v. Fleming, 279 So0.3d 763 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial court erred
reducing attorneys’ fees request from $360k to $200k based on expert’s
conclusory testimony that this matter should not cost more than $200k. A trial
court may reduce fee request if it determines it is excessive, so long as court
makes requisite findings to make that determination.

In Re: The Marriage of Kirby, 280 So0.3d 98 (Fla. 4th DCA 2019). Order granting
fees entered after death of party, but before substitution of party, was void.

Allen v. Juul, 278 So0.3d 783 (Fla. 2D DCA 2019). Order denying fees reversed
when order contained no findings as to parties’ need(s) and ability to pay.

Manko v. Manko, 273 So0.3d 208 (Fla. 5t DCA 2019). Post-judgment order
awarding fees reversed and remanded when court failed to make determination
as to need and ability to pay.




Szurant v. Aaronson, 266 So0.3d 1093 (Fla. 2D DCA 2019). Order on charging
lien that attaches to “all of client’s money and/or personal property” is too broad.
Charging lien should be limited to property recovered in divorce as a result of
the attorney’s efforts.

Miron v. Richardson, 278 So0.3d 738 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Order awarding fees
without findings as to need and ability remanded.

Ingram v. Ingram, 277 So0.3d 718 (Fla. 2D DCA 2019). It was an abuse of
discretion to order husband to pay wife’s attorney’s fees when the judgment of
dissolution placed both parties in similar financial positions, and there was no
indication that the former husband otherwise had the ability to pay.

Medalie v. Sparks, 278 S0.3d 151 (Fla. 4th DCA 2019). Father entitled to $70
credit in attorney’s fees when mother’s bill had 0.2 time entry involving another
case.

Jooste v. Jooste, 273 So0.3d 6 (Fla. 4th DCA 2019). Trial court abused discretion
for denying temporary attorneys’ fees on sole basis that requesting party had
spent twice as much on fees.

R.M.A. v. J.A.S., 269 So0.3d 649 (Fla. 2nd DCA 2018). Without transcript,
appellate court cannot determine if Court erred in fashioning repayment
plan. However, Court committed legal error by failing to provide legal findings
as to reasonableness; so matter remanded.

Dood v. Dood, 268 So0.3d 254 (Fla. 2d DCA 2019). Order on fees reversed, even
without transcript, when order failed to make required findings of fact.

Scire v. Hochman, 268 So0.3d 167 (Fla. 4tr DCA 2019). Court must make findings
that the number of hours incurred are reasonable. If invoices submitted as
evidence do not contain this summary, and if otherwise not articulated, court
has no basis for awarding fees.

Gilliland v. Gilliland, 266 So0.3d 866 (Fla. 5t DCA 2019). Error to award wife half
of her fees without discussion of need or ability.

Laux v. Laux, 266 So0.3d 217 (Fla. 4th DCA 2019). Provision in MSA that each
party is responsible for their own attorney’s fees does not waive right to seek fees
in future enforcement actions.

Joyner v. Worley, 264 So0.3d 260 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial Court erred awarding
fess without evidentiary hearing where reasonableness can be challenged.

Haskell v. Haskell, 260 So0.3d 550 (Fla. 2nd DCA 2018). Appellate Court cannot
determine issue of fees when entitlement granted but amount not determined.

Discovery:

McFall v. Welsh, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2608 (Fla. Str DCA 2019). Trial court erred
allowing production of ex-spouses un-redacted tax return that showed her new




spouse’s income. Third parties have the right to privacy, and party seeking
discovery did not establish relevancy.

Enforcement:

Neighbors v. Neighbors, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2603 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial court
erred requiring one party to pay the portion of a non-covered health expense
when expense was out-of-network, and parties’ agreement provided they would
be fully responsible if they used an out-of-network provider.

Manzaro v. D’Alessandior, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2597 (Fla. 4th DCA 2019). Order of
direct contempt reversed when one party had repeated, uncontrollable
interruptions and outburst during hearing, when defendant was not afforded
opportunity to show cause why he should not be held in contempt, nor given the
opportunity to present evidence of excusing or mitigating circumstances.

Perez v. Borga, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2595 (Fla. 4th DCA 2019). Order sanctioning
party to incarceration for failed in pay alimony reversed when no finding party
had present ability to comply.

Robinson v. Robinson, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2484 (Fla. 5th DCA 2019). Provision in
contempt order that Husband must bring current all medical bills for which he
received documentation was too impractical to enforce.

Orban v. Rorrer, 279 So0.3d 234 (Fla. 3D DCA 2019). Order granting contempt
reversed when no finding of ability to comply, and no purge provision.

Hart v. Hart, 278 So0.3d 193 (Fla. 3D DCA 2019). Order of contempt reversed and
remanded when notice failed to comply with the express requirements of rule
12.615(b).

Lapciuc v. Lapciuc, 275 So0.3d 242 (Fla. 3D DCA 2019). Trial court erred
determining motion for enforcement without evidentiary hearing when an issue
was whether incurring more debt was “commercially reasonable.”

Accardi v. Accardi, 275 So0.3d 10 (Fla. 4t DCA 2019). Issuing a writ of arrest
based upon the former husband’s future noncompliance to make his alimony
payments is improper, as civil contempt orders may not provide for incarceration
based upon future, anticipated noncompliance with a court’s periodic support
order.

Alonso v. De Zarraga, 275 So0.3d 698 (Fla. 3d DCA 2019). Trial court cannot
impose a $12,500 fine with no purge as remedy for civil contempt. If Court
imposed fine as an indirect criminal contempt, then criminal safeguards need to
be complied with.

Bordonaro v. Bordonaro, 273 So0.3d 225 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial court erred
modifying support obligations at contempt hearing.




Farid v. Rabbath, 273 So0.3d 221 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial court erred modifying
property rights during post-judgment motion to enforce hearing.

Godwin v. Godwin, 273 So0.3d 16 (Fla. 4th DCA 2019). Trial Court erred finding
Husband in contempt for bringing his girlfriend to child’s medical event when it
was not barred by final judgment, and by “clarifying” girlfriend cannot attend
appointments when no modification was requested.

Dowell v. Knoras, 271 S0.3d 162 (Fla. 5tr DCA 2019). Trial court erred by finding
party in contempt for violating standard order not to relocate when party
relocated prior to being served with order.

Du Perault v. Du Perault, 270 So0.3d 424 (Fla. 4t DCA 2019). Error for court to
include a defaulting fee provision in final judgment.

de Diego v. Barrios, 271 So0.3d 1181 (Fla. 3vd DCA 2019). Trial court erred
granting Former Wife equitable lien on Former Husband’s homestead property
to enforce equalizing payment. Did not meet standard to force sale of homestead
property to enforce equalizing payment which requires egregious conduct (i.e.
acquired homestead as instrument of fraud, or as a means to escape support
obligation).

Pearson v. Pearson, 268 So0.3d 863 (Fla. 2d DCA 2019). Trial court erred not
categorizing portion of wife’s FRS as marital asset. While she initiated work after
date of filing, she had previously worked for state.

Akre-Deschamps v. Smith, 267 S0.3d 492 (Fla. 2d DCA 2019). Trial court erred
finding mother in contempt when daughter refused to return with her father.
Judgment did not anticipate this occurrence and mother did not clearly violate
any provision of Final Judgment.

Rector v. Rector, 264 So0.3d 282 (Fla. 5th DCA 2019). Trial Court erred in failing
to enforce provision in MSA that husband had to provide insurance with
$50,000.00 death benefit. Provision was not tied to alimony so obligation to
provide insurance did not end when alimony terminated.

Equitable Distribution:

Yon v. Yon, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2678 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial court erred using
date of separation instead of date of filing for cut-off date for marital assets and
liabilities. Trial court erred finding money transferred from husband’s non-
marital trust account to joint account was non-marital, as the transfer to joint
account created a presumption of a gift.

Tsacrios v. Tsacrios, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2676 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Fact that a
family would have been “better off” if husband had not attended school during
marriage was not legal justification to categorize student debt he incurred during
marriage as non-marital.




Johnson v. Johnson, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2649 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial court
erred including post-divorce accrued earnings in QDRO, 20 years after divorce,
when agreement already stated specific amount to be transferred.

Weininger v. Weininger, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2502 (Fla. 5th DCA 2019). No error
refusing to charge account depleted by Husband on payment of federal income
taxes, his attorneys’ fees and furniture for his new house.

Erdman v. Erdman, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2299 (Fla. 5t DCA 2019). Trial court
reversed for classifying $80k deposit on jointly-titled marital residence as non-
marital. All real property held by the parties as tenants by the entireties, whether
acquired prior to or during marriage, shall be presumed to be a marital asset.

Hardy v. Hardy, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2256 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial court acted
within its discretion, to protect wife’s rights to meaningful relief, by rejecting
magistrates report and awarding all marital assets to wife when alcoholic
husband hasn’t supported family in a year and burned down marital residence.

Hubbard v. Berth, 279 So0.3d 246 (Fla. 5th DCA 2019). Trial court erred including
length of parties’ two marriages (they had previously been divorced, then
remarried to each other again) in dividing pension when first MSA addressed
wife’s entitlement to her share of pension during first marriage.

Martin v. Martin, 276 So0.3d 393 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial court affirmed in
finding portion of husband’s pension that was attributed to a period of service
prior to parties’ marriage was martial, because those years of service had no
retirement value until they were “purchased” with martial funds during the
marriage to apply toward appellant’s pension. Case of first impression.

Griffin v. Griffin, 273 So0.3d 282 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial court erred distributing
$72,000 of workers comp proceeds to husband when amount was depleted to
$6,400 at time of hearing with no findings of waste.

Goley v. Goley, 272 So0.3d 800 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial court erred finding
parties had an equitable interest in property owned by Wife’s parents. Error was
harmless as Court gave Wife credit for unequal interest which did not affect
alimony or attorneys’ fees.

Bowen v. Volz, 271 S0.3d 1162 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial Court erred dividing
parties’ closed business 50/50, despite dearth of evidence of business’s value.

Dorsey v. Dorsey, 266 So0.3d 1282 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Equitable distribution
scheme affirmed. Parties cannot seek piecemeal review of court’s equitable
distribution scheme without asserting over all distribution was not equal.

Welton v. Welton, 267 So0.3d 6 (Fla. 4th DCA 2019). Trial court erred charging
retirement account (including taxes & early without penalty) depleted during
pendency to husband without findings of waste. Court also erred to adjudicate
issues on personal property when they were presented.
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Escalona Socarras v. Bazan Vassallo, 273 So0.3d 131 (Fla. 31 DCA 2019).
Borrowing from line of credit collateralized by non-marital property does not
convert property to marital asset.

Matthews v. Matthews, 264 So0.3d 355 (Fla. 2nd DCA 2019). Generally, when a
Husband and a Wife are jointly responsible for the mortgage on real property and
one spouse pays entire amount of mortgage during pendency of case, the payor
spouse is entitled to credit for one-half of the total payments made.

Sarazin v. Sarazin, 263 So0.3d 273 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial Court affirmed for
finding $80,000.00 husband sent his parents was not marital waste.

Rawson v. Rawson, 264 So0.3d 325 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Award of lump sum
alimony made in the form of giving wife a portion of military retirement
distributed to husband in equitable distribution. Affirmed due to facts of case.

Moody v. Newton, 264 So.3d 292 (Fla. 5tr DCA 2019). It was error for court to
classify engagement and wedding ring as marital property.

Bolden v. Bolden, 263 So0.3d 216 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial Court made several
mathematical errors dividing marital portion of Husband’s retirement.

Vinson v. Vinson, 282 So0.3d 122 (Fla. 1stDCA 2019). Non-economic
compensatory damages for pain, suffering disability, and loss of ability to lead a
normal life arising from a Worker’s Comp case is non-marital. Error to convert
equalizing payment to alimony if not paid.

Income:

Mikhail v. Mikhail, 279 So.3d 1269 (Fla. 2D DCA 2019). Trial court erred by not
deducting certain business expenses in determining wife’s income.

Horowitz v. Horowitz, 273 So0.3d 263 (Fla. 2d DCA 2018). Trial court erred in
imputing income to wife immediately when husband’s vocational expert said it
would take wife 6 months of therapy before she could work full-time. Fact that
wife did not seek therapy during pendency of divorce cannot be used against her
if she was not ordered to attend therapy.

Sarazin v. Sarazin, 263 So0.3d 273 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial Court erred
imputing gift income to Wife when there was no evidence gifts would continue.

Gay v. Gay, 262 So0.3d 2359 (Fla. 1st DCA 2018). Trial Court erred imputing
income to party without first determining if reduction in income was voluntary.

Injunctions:

Hegedus v. Willemin, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2712 (Fla. 5t DCA 2019). Two
instances, one where Respondent entered parking lot at public event and did not
cause disruption, and one where respondent followed petitioner in car with
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erratic driving and words exchanged, were legally insufficient to support entry of
stalking injunction.

Khan v. Deutschman, 282 So0.3d 965 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Dating injunction
affirmed after Respondent continued to pursue ex-girlfriend after she made it
clear relationship was off, blocked him from her cell phone and social media, and
had attorney send cease and desist letter.

Schultz v. Moore, 282 So0.3d 152 (Fla. 5th DCA 2019). Communications sent
after breakup that did not threaten personal injury or violence was insufficient
to form basis for injunction against dating violence.

Auguste v. Aguado, 282 So0.3d 937 (Fla. 3rd DCA 2019). Stalking inunction
affirmed when ex-nanny impersonated family in order to cancel their vacation,
and sent a number of texts with profanity and emails discussing death.

Reid v. Saunders, 282 So0.3d 151 (Fla.1st DCA 2019). Stalking injunction
between husband’s wife and husband’s baby momma reversed. Although
Respondent’s communication were unpleasant and uncivil, Respondent had a
legitimate purpose, and her actions did not rise to severe emotional distress.

Stone v. Germann, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2192 (Fla. 3D DCA 2019). If Respondent is
properly served and fails to appear at initial domestic violence hearing, any
subsequent motions may be served by mail. F.S.741.30(8)(a)(3).

Curl v. Roberts, 279 So0.3d 765 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial court abused discretion
entering injunction protecting children from maternal grandmother, based on
allegations grandmother beat children’s mother when children’s mother was a
child. Not legally sufficient to demonstrate imminent fear of being a victim of
domestic violence.

Logue v. Book, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2083 (Fla. 4th DCA 2019). Threats made
through social media do not qualify for an injunction because they are not
directly transmitted.

Di Stefano v. Long, 279 S0.3d 758 (Fla. 2D DCA 2019). Injunction against dating
violence reversed. Regardless of whether the petitioner has been a victim of
dating violence in the past, the petitioner must show reasonable cause to believe
they are in imminent danger of being a victim of dating violence in the future.
Calling names and yelling obscenities does not give rise to reasonable cause to
believe there is an imminent threat to becoming a victim of dating violence.

Shannon v. Smith, 278 So0.3d 173 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Aggressive behavior from
respondent to non-party has no bearing on whether petitioner is entitled to an
injunction against stalking.

Traficante v. Lambert, 275 S0.3d 794 (Fla. 3D DCA 2019). Trial court affirmed
for granting petition for injunction against repeat violence.

12



Caterino v. Torelo, 276 So0.3d 88 (Fla. 2D DCA 2019). Stalking injunction
reversed. Injunction is not meant to “keep the peace” between neighbors who
cannot get along.

Taylor v. Price, 273 So0.3d 24 (Fla. 4th DCA 2019). Trial court cannot reject
petitioner’s testimony when no evidence to rebut it, and no finding made that
petitioner was not credible.

Summers v. Thompson, 271 So0.3d 1232 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Respondent
challenged dating injunction by claiming Petitioner had no standing because
they met on Craig’s list and were casually having sex. This argument failed
because under the language of the statute, a dating relationship exists when the
parties have or had a continuing and significant relationship of a romantic or
intimate nature. However, Respondent successfully argued that leaving
unpleasant voice messages, contacting petitioner on social media, and showing
up one time at her residence unannounced was insufficient to support injunction
against dating violence.

Klenk v. Ramson, 270 So0.3d 1272 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Allegations that
Respondent frequently asked Petitioner sexually oriented questions, asked
Petitioner to run errands after work, and looked through Petitioner’s cell phone
one time was insufficient to support injunction for protection against stalking.

Stone v. McMillian, 270 So0.3d 510 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial court abused
discretion by entering stalking injunction on evidence that was legally
insufficient. Facts that Respondent walked dog past Petitioner’s residence often,
put his dog waste in her curb trashcan on one occasion, and stepped on
Petitioner’s driveway to avoid being hit by a bus, does not constitute a course of
malicious conduct that would give a person severe emotional distress.

Hossey v. Lara, 272 So0.3d 498 (Fla. 3d DCA 2019). Injunction against sexual
violence of 9-year-old child reversed for insufficient evidence because mother was
pro se and failed to introduce substantial evidence. Court makes plea for more
resources to help petitioners stating “the issues could hardly be more significant,
the allegations, proceedings, and results substantially affect the long-term
physical and emotional health of the parties and their families.”

Trice v. Trice, 267 So0.3d 496 (Fla. 2d DCA 2019). Trial Court erred denying a
motion to dissolve a Domestic Violence injunction based on the circumstances
underlying injunction changing so injunction serves no valid purpose when:

o Respondent acquitted of criminal charges arising from events that supported
injunction.

o Parties’ marriage has been dissolved.
e Respondent moved to another State.

o Petitioner living in the United States when Respondent was living in Japan.
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e Respondent no longer in military.
o Parties had not seen each other in six years.
« Respondent made no attempt to contact Petitioner in six years.

Campanhac v. Lauramore, 264 So0.3d 412 (Fla. 5t DCA 2019). Stalking
injunction reversed because each incident of stalking was not supported by
competent, substantial evidence.

McCaffrey v. Ashley, 265 So0.3d 688 (Fla. Sth DCA 2019). Court cannot dismiss
injunction that seems legally sufficient without explanation.

Hutsell v. Hutsell, 263 So0.3d 266 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Fact that former husband
may be tracking former wife’s location and texted her location was insufficient to
support injunction against domestic violence.

Dailey v. Roth, 262 So0.3d 268 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). A permanent injunction for
protection against repeat violence cannot be used simply to compel civility and
common decency; however, it would be helpful if the Circuit Court had the power
to enter an Order requiring adults to act like grown-ups.

Counsil v. Anderson, 259 So0.3d 315 (Fla. 1st2018). Order extending DV
injunction ninety (90) days was vacated even after the injunction expired, as
there was no factual basis to enter it in the first place.

Life Insurance:

Kvinta v. Kvinta, 277 So0.3d 1070 (Fla. 5th DCA 2019). Trial court erred requiring
party to name other as beneficiary on life insurance policy when no alimony was
awarded.

Grasso v. Grasso, 267 So0.3d 1050 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial Court erred in
requiring life insurance to protect child support without findings of necessity and
affordability.

Modification:

Suarez v. Suarez, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2745 (Fla. 4th DCA 2019). Trial court
affirmed for terminating alimony when former wife had a substantial decrease in
income, but remanded back to trial court to make necessary findings of
fact. Court reversed for calculating child support based on “gross-up” model
when Father was not exercising 20% of overnights.

Myers v. Lane, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2600 (Fla. 4t DCA 2019). Failure to exercise
court-ordered timesharing entitled other party to modification of child support
pursuant to 61.30(11)(c).

Thomas v. Joseph, 280 So0.3d 1107 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Order modifying
timesharing over child because Mother was not actually the biological mother,
was error. Original final judgment gave the Mother parenting responsibility,
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regardless of whether she was biological mother or not. Res judicata applies to
judgment. To modify, party must still show substantial change of circumstances.

McDaniels v. McDaniels, 278 So0.3d 176 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial court affirmed
for denying modification of alimony when MSA provides alimony is non-
modifiable unless former husband becomes permanently disabled by a physician
or social security administration, as former husband offered no evidence that he
is disabled. Court could not order purge on contempt without finding party had
present ability.

Dunn v. Dunn, 277 So0.3d 1081 (Fla. 5th DCA 2019). Trial court abused
discretion by modifying alimony downward by 85%. Trial court erred viewing
case entirely from perspective of current needs and effectively punished the
former wife for her decision to live a more modest lifestyle than enjoyed during
marriage or currently by former husband.

Hollis v. Hollis, 276 So0.3d 77 (Fla. 2d DCA 2019). A 47 mile move in residence
by one parent, alone, is not a substantial change of circumstances warranting a
modification.

Holder v. Lopez, 274 So0.3d 518 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Error to impute income
without evidence to 65-year-old truck driver who retired with multiple health
ailments. Retirement is a changed circumstance warranting reconsideration of
alimony.

Schot v. Schot, 273 So0.3d 48 (Fla. 4th DCA 2019). Modification granting equal
timesharing and ultimate medical decision making to dad affirmed when mother
failed to provide child’s medical diagnosis to father, gave father improper medical
directions to care for child, would overfeed the child and give the child laxatives
so child would have explosive diarrhea with dad and parties could not agree on
school. However, court reversed on modifications not requested in the pleadings.

Johansson v. Johansson, 270 So.3d 426 (Fla.4th DCA 2019). Trial court abused
discretion by denying petition to modify support without findings of income or
imputing income to voluntarily-underemployed party.

Dipasquale v. Dipasquale, 275 So0.3d 686 (Fla. 2rd DCA 2019). When divorce
resolved by agreement, effective date of agreement establishes date trial court
should look back to for determination of change of circumstances in modification
action.

Paulette v. Rosella, 267 So0.3d 571 (Fla. 5t DCA 2019). Trial Court erred denying
modification. MSA provided no support obligation on mother because she was
unemployed. Court denied modification based on erroneous determination that
mom getting job was “contemplated.” An increase in one’s ability to pay in and
of itself is sufficient to warrant an increase in child support.

Tisdale v. Tisdale, 264 So0.3d 1105 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial Court erred granting
downward modification of support when Husband’s income was totally
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commission-based, and ebbed and flowed. Accordingly, change in circumstances
was foreseeable.

Inman v. Inman,260 So0.3d 555 (Fla. 2rd DCA 2018). Trial Court properly denied
Husband’s request to terminate alimony when ex-wife remarried, when parties’
MSA provided alimony would be paid for rest of Former Wife’s life.

Name Change:

Marini v. Kellett, 279 So0.3d 248 (Fla. 5t DCA 2019). Changing minor child’s
surname for the purpose of establishing a good father-son bond, and to confirm
to certain traditions, was legally insufficient basis to grant relief.

Bowman v. Hutto, 269 So0.3d 596 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial Court abused
discretion changing 2-year-old child’s name as part of paternity judgment.
Father testified child should have hyphenated name to identify with both
parents. Mom agreed it would stigmatize child for being born out of wedlock. Law
requires a name only where the record affirmatively shows it is required for the
welfare of the child.

Parenting:

T.D.v. K.F, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2719 (Fla. 2nd DCA 2019). It is reversible error for
Court to restrict parent’s right to timesharing without identifying concrete steps
in order/judgment parent must take to reestablish timesharing.

Cappola v. Cappola, 280 So.3d 102 (Fla. 4th DCA 2019). Trial court discretion by
enforcing private agreement concerning parenting without considering child’s
best interest. The court’s comment that it was “her job to uphold contracts and
uphold the law” failed to uphold law because court is required to independently
determine if agreements made between the parties are in their child’s best
interests.

Marini v. Kellett, 279 So0.3d 248 (Fla. 5th DCA 2019). It is an abuse of discretion
for timesharing schedule to include 2 to 3 dozen planned trips (via airline flights)
for minor child. Such frequent flights with the predictable occasional delays are
not in the child’s best interest.

Hollonbeck v. Hollonbeck, 279 So0.3d 231 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Judgment
granting shared parental responsibility, but giving husband ultimate decision
making, was reversed when court did not find shared parental responsibility
would be detrimental to child.

Ducali v. Ducali, 274 So0.3d 558 (Fla. 3D DCA 2019). Trial court erred granting
parent sole decision making over medical and educational when matter was not
plead or tried by consent.

Pierre v. Bueven, 276 S0.3d 917 (Fla. 3D DCA 2019). Court is not required to
make findings of facts on each custody factor so long as parenting plan is found
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to be in child’s best interest. However, if supervised visitation is imposed, court
must detail steps for parent to resume normal visitation.

Tritschler v. Tritschler, 273 S0.3d 1161 (Fla. 2d DCA 2019). Parenting plan that
contains findings of fact that are not supported by the record must be reversed.

Walker v. Walker, 274 So0.3d 1156 (Fla. 2d DCA 2019). Trial court erred not
granting father significant timesharing simply because he did not have physical
space to have the children without discussion of F.S. 61.13 factors.

E.V. v. D.M.V.H., 273 S0.3d 1132 (Fla. 2d DCA 2018). Parenting plan that did
not describe in adequate detail the methods and technologies that parents will
use to communicate with the child is not complete compliance with F.S. Section
61.13(2)(b), and requires reversal.

McLendon v. D’Amico, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D894 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial Court
affirmed for modifying judgment and removing requirement father have
supervised visitation based on court’s findings. Father was sober for three years
and alcoholism was in remission despite evidence to the contrary.

Andre v. Abreu, 272 So0.3d 467 (Fla. 3d DCA 2019). Impermissible for court to
modify timesharing as sanction for contempt when there was no modification
pending alleging it was in the child’s best interest.

Lightsey v. Davis, 267 So0.3d 12 (Fla. 4t DCA 2019). No transcript but trial court
erred on face of judgment by ordering unsupervised timesharing without steps
on how to obtain it back and delegating the decision of what timesharing a parent
would have to the other parent.

Cancino v. Cancino, 273 So0.3d 122 (Fla. 3¢ DCA 2019). Provision in agreement
that “both parties shall share parental responsibility for the children consistent
with Florida Statute” was not clear and definite to support a holding of contempt
that Wife took child to doctor without Husband knowing about it, obtaining
prescription eye glasses for child without Husband’s consent and signing a
consent for child to participate in screening/assessment at school.

Clarke v. Stofft, 263 So0.3d 84 (Fla. 4th DCA 2019). Error to award ultimate
decision-making authority, which failed to identify specific areas over which
party had ultimate decision-making authority.

Partition:

Vergne v. Gridewell, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2748 (Fla. 4th DCA 2019). Award of 100%
of attorneys’ fees to one party in partition action, when both parties owned 50%
of property, reversed when trial court provided no explanation why it awarded
100% to one party.

Procedure:

17



Dlin v. Dlin, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2801 (Fla. 3rd DCA 2019). Venue is proper in
single county where intact marriage was last evidenced by a continuing union of
partners who intended to remain married.

Forest v. Estate of Kohl, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2790 (Fla. 4th DCA 2019). Trial court
reversed for misinterpreting release in parties’ settlement agreement.

In Re: Amendments to the Florida Rules for Qualified and Court Appointed
Parenting Coordinators, 44 Fla.L.Weekly S267 (Fla. 2019). Changes title of
15.350 to “Confidentiality of Disciplinary Proceedings.”

In Re: Amendments to the Florida Rules for Qualified and Court Appointed
Parenting Coordinators, 44 Fla.L.Weekly S234 (Fla. 2019). Amended rule for
court-appointed parenting coordinators.

Hess v. Hess, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2518 (Fla. 2nd DCA 2019). Trial court erred
denying Former Wife hearing on newly-discovered evidence, when former
husband failed to disclose his VA disability benefit income.

Reno v. Reno, 282 S0.3d 163 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Order requiring compulsory
mental health examination quashed when mental health was not “at issue,” and
no evidence demonstrating alleged mental illness places child at risk of abuse,
abandonment or neglect.

Foreman v James, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2473 (Fla. 3rd DCA 2019). Trial court
ordering at a status conference the Husband and daughter should attend a 4-
day retreat to address parental alienation was not a modification to a
timesharing agreement that required due process safeguards.

Becker v. Becker, 279 So0.3d 813 (Fla. 3D DCA 2019). The fact that a party’s
attorney previously represented the judge was legally sufficient to support
disqualification.

Lattanzio v. Hoffman, 278 So0.3d 751 (Fla. 3D DCA 2019). Order striking
pleadings and final judgment reversed when notice of hearing was improperly
sent to party’s previous attorney who had withdrawn.

Ripley v. Ripley, 278 So0.3d 190 (Fla. 5th DCA 2019). Party’s Motion to Disqualify
untimely when filed 5 months after incident where Judge reprimanded party’s
attorney.

Singer v. Singer, 278 So0.3d 79 (Fla. 4th DCA 2019). Trial court erred entering
order transferring case when there was no motion filed that requested relief, nor
was husband on notice venue may change.

Goff v. Goff, 276 S0.3d 83 (Fla. 2D DCA 2019). Trial court applied wrong legal
standard by disqualifying attorney in post dissolution action who was listed as
a witness during the main divorce action.

Thomas v. Cromer, 276 So0.3d 69 (Fla. 3d DCA 2019). Trial court violated father’s
due process rights by granting motion for rehearing which only challenged child
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support and entered amended final judgment restricting father’s timesharing
without affording father opportunity to be heard.

Trainor v. Mendez Cisneros, 276 So0.3d 371 (Fla. 3d DCA 2019). Trial court did
not err in signing a party’s proposed order when both parties submitted
proposals of orders. Court made changes to order it signed.

Saboff v. Saboff, 275 S0.3d 712 (Fla. 5th DCA 2019). Trial court affirmed for
granting new trial after acknowledging there was no justification why the court
had not issued final judgment in 15 months. Remanded for new judge to hear
case as quickly as possible.

Rokosz v. Haccoun, 274 So0.3d 498 (Fla. 3d DCA 2019). Trial court erred by
treating parties’ motion to vacate lis pendens as a motion for reconsideration, as
it denied moving party the right to an evidentiary hearing.

Godin v. Owens, 275 So0.3d 700 (Fla. 5th DCA 2019). Generally, a trial court must
grant a legally-sufficient motion to disqualify immediately, and may not take any
further action in the matter. The trial court maintains ability to perform
ministerial duty of preparing order to reflect oral pronouncements before motion
to disqualify is filed. In this case, trial court made oral pronouncements on all
issues but child support. Former wife then moved to disqualify court. Court erred
determining child support after motion to disqualify was filed.

Hall v. Hall, 277 So0.3d 639 (Fla. 5tr DCA 2019). Trial court erred granting non-
party’s motion for protection. Husband is entitled to reasonable discovery from
non-party so he may seek to determine and offer evidence at trial of the wife’s
ongoing ownership interest in the third party.

Pena v. Rodriguez, 273 So0.3d 237 (Fla. 34 DCA 2019). Trial court denied
husband due process by relying solely on representations of counsel in support
of determination of parental responsibility, timesharing and child support.

Gil De Lamadrid v. De Jesus Rivera, 272 So0.3d 845 (Fla. 5t» DCA 2019). Third-
party cannot intervene into divorce post-judgment.

Manko v. Manko, 273 So0.3d 208 (Fla. 5th DCA 2019). Trial court erred
summarily denying party’s 1.530 motion based on the fact party cannot obtain
life insurance due to medical condition.

In Re: Amendments to the Florida Evidence Code, 278 So0.3d 551 (Fla. 2019). In
family law cases, Court can take judicial notice of any court record of the US or
any state when imminent danger has been alleged and it is impractical to give
notice to the parties.

Levy v. Levy, 268 So0.3d 811 (Fla. 4t DCA 2019). Husband lacking capacity is
not a defense when spouse seeks alimony unconnected with dissolution.
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Pelphrey-Weigand v. Weigand, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D973 (Fla. 2d DCA 2019). Error
for court to grant fees, when fees for some issue previously denied under different
theory due to res judicata.

Moore v. Holton, 272 So0.3d 520 (Fla. 2d DCA 2019). IWO must delegate what
portion of support payment is for arrears.

Johnson v. Johnson, 268 So0.3d 203 (Fla. 5t DCA 2019). Trial Court erred
disregarding parties’ stipulation on number of overnights husband would receive
timesharing with minor child.

Corrigan v. Vargas, 277 So0.3d 642 (Fla. 5t DCA 2019). Party cannot seek relief
from order/judgment for fraud if they have unclean hands, i.e. participate in
fraud.

Bowe-Lewis v. Lewis, 267 So0.3d 1039 (Fla. 4t DCA 2019). Trial Court erred
denying 12.540 motion that alleged a colorable entitlement to relief without an
evidentiary hearing.

Carlton v. Zanazzi, 266 S0.3d 243 (Fla. 2d DCA 2019). Fact that case was refiled
under case number where party previously filed Notice of Voluntary dismissal
did not render Final Judgment based on subsequently filed petition void.

Rodriguez v. Rodriguez, 264 So0.3d 409 (Fla. Sth DCA 2019). Alimony IWO should
designate when alimony ends so employer knows when to stop deducting.

Knapp v. Knapp, 266 So0.3d 224 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Venue appropriate when
wife never alleged current county was not the last county where the intact
marriage was last evidenced by a continuing union of parties who intended to
remain married indefinitely, if not permanently.

Phillips v. Phillips, 264 S0.3d 1129 (Fla. 2d DCA 2019). Order quashing discovery
against non-parties reversed by Certiorari because they were relevant to
establish husband’s income.

Pagliaro v. Pagliaro, 264 S0.3d 196 (Fla. 4th DCA 2019). Trial Court erred denying
Wife opportunity to present evidence to set aside mediation agreement because
it was not in the child’s best interest.

Hall v. Hall, 277 So0.3d 639 (Fla. 5tr DCA 2019). Order denying discovery request
to non-party in which wife had an ownership interest in was reversed, husband
has legitimate purpose to value wife’s interest and not just accept “book value.”

Delgado v. Miller, 264 So0.3d 1040 (Fla. 314 DCA 2019). Trial Court erred ordering
psychological exam without following 12.360 procedure. While husband argues
wife agreed and therefore waived her right to object, record reveals wife did not
agree to terms of order/exam.

Sweet v. Tucker, 260 S0.3d 1191 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial Court erred entering
order denying motion to dissolve injunction after entering on order recusing
himself. Remanded for new hearing.
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Oldham v. Greene, 263 So0.3d 807 (Fla. 1st DCA 2018). Requiring compulsory
psychological evaluation under Fla. Fam. L.R.P.12.360 reversed when mental
health not at issue. No findings of good cause.

Llanso v. Gomez de Cordova, 263 So0.3d 137 (Fla. 3rd DCA 2018). Trial Court’s
final judgment entered while interlocutory appeal was pending was void. Fla. R.
App. Pro. 9.130 (f).

Relocation:

Miller v. Miller, 277 So0.3d 725 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Order allowing temporary
relocation reversed and remanded for determination supported by competent,
substantial evidence.

Hull v. Hull, 273 So0.3d 1135 (Fla. 5t» DCA 2019). Trial court does not have
authority to modify timesharing of parent who relocates without children. Plain
language of statute requires parent to prevail at relocation in order to modify
timesharing (even if children are not relocating).

Couperthwaite v. Couperthwaite, 272 So0.3d 795 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Order
denying relocation affirmed. No showing of abuse of discretion or misapplication
of the law.

Pearce v. Boudreaux, 265 So0.3d 712 (Fla. 3d DCA 2019). Trial court had to have
an evidentiary hearing on petition to relocate when response was timely filed but
lacked verification and recitation of facts.

Allende v. Veloz, 273 So0.3d 142 (Fla. 3d DCA 2019). Order granting relocation
reversed when Court placed burden on non-relocating parent to demonstrate
why it wasn'’t in child’s best interest.

Parris v. Butler, 264 So0.3d 1089 (Fla. 2rd DCA 2019). Trial Court reversed for
not applying relocation factors in determining if children should be returned
from foreign country.

Support:

Jackson v. Jackson, 278 So0.3d 149 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Final judgment that
contained contradictions as to whether one party was voluntarily underemployed
remanded for clarification.

Carmack v. Carmack, 277 So.3d 185 (Fla. 2D DCA 2019). A trial court’s failure
to include findings of fact regarding the parties’ incomes when determining child
support is error.

Rosenblum v. Rosenblum, 276 So0.3d 919 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Child support
guidelines must be attached to support order.

Smith v. Smith, 273 So0.3d 1168 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Modifications are generally
retroactive to the date petition for modification is filed. But F.S. section
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61.30(11)(c) provides an exception allowing retroactivity “to the date the
noncustodial parent first failed to regularly exercise the court-ordered or agreed
timesharing schedule.”

Walker v. Walker, 274 S0.3d 1156 (Fla. 2d DCA 2019). Trial court erred by not
extending child support to high school graduation when there was a reasonable
expectation of child graduating by 19tk birthday.

Stout v. Stout, 270 So0.3d 429 (Fla. 4th DCA 2019). When child support is
allocated between children, obligor entitled to retroactive relief to the date of the
qualifying event (i.e. emancipation of that child).

Mattison v. Mattison, 266 So0.3d 258 (Fla. 5th DCA 2019). Trial court erred basing
support on husband’s gross receipts without deducting business expenses and
erred basing retroactive support on husband’s previous income when he was
involuntarily unemployed for two months during that period.

Rawson v. Rawson, 264 So0.3d 325 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Trial Court erred not
awarding support and retroactive support.

J.A.D. v. KKM.A, 264 So0.3d 1080 (Fla. 2nd DCA 2019). Support order without
proper findings reversed.

Lennon v. Lennon, 264 S0.3d 1084 (Fla. 2nd DCA 2019). Corrects opinion at 43
Fla.L.Weekly D237. Support Order is remanded for proper findings. Court should
award retro support, but give credits to father for support actually paid.

Pierce v. Pierce, 263 So0.3d 253 (Fla. 1st DCA 2019). Order on child support
reversed when it failed to include appropriate findings.

Pansky v. Barry S. Franklin & Associates, P.A., 264 So0.3d 961 (Fla. 4th DCA
2019). Law firm not entitled to be transferred rights, title and/or interest of
client’s ownership interest in a non-single member LLC when granting a charging
order.

Julia v. Julia, 263 So0.3d 795 (Fla. 4th DCA 2019). Trial Court failed to take
mortgage payments in consideration in determining retroactive support.

Temporary Relief:

Meldrum v. Bergamo-Meldrum, 281 So0.3d 504 (Fla. 4t DCA 2019). Trial court
erred issuing temporary relief order based on Husband’s gross
income. Accordingly, appellate Court cannot determine if award exhausts
husband’s income. Remanded for further proceedings.

UCCJEA:

Martinez v. Lebron, 44 Fla.L.Weekly D2765 (Fla. 5th DCA 2019). Trial court
affirmed for finding Florida was child’s home state despite it being contested. No
procedural irregularities when New York declined jurisdiction. Court does not
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need to find substantial change of circumstance in modifying temporary
parenting order.

Bock v. Vilma, 279 So0.3d 1246 (Fla. 3D DCA 2019). Former Wife moving to
Baltimore with minor child did not cause Florida, which issued final judgment,
to lose jurisdiction. The UCCJEA does not operate to divest a court of continuing
jurisdiction unless virtually all contacts have been lost with forum state.

Awad v. Noufal, 280 So0.3d 522 (Fla. 2D DCA 2019). Trial court was correct
determining Florida was child’s home state but erred by not contacting
Massachusetts court upon learning a temporary parenting order had been
entered in accordance with FS.61.514.
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