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STATEMENT OF THE CASE AND FAC!J!S 

P e t i t i o n e r ,  MICHAEL S T E I N 1 1  seeks r e v i e w  of t h e  T h i r d  

D i s t r i c t  C o u r t  of Appea l ' s  d e c i s i o n  i n  &?a&er y. S&gia, 534 So.2d 

1218 (Fla .  3d DCA 1988). The opinionz/  r e f l e c t s  t h e  fo l lowing:  

A Dade County, coun ty  c o u r t  j u d g e  ( d e s i g n a t e d  a s  a n  

" ac t ing  c i r c u i t  judge" f o r  c e r t a i n  l i m i t e d  matters by a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  

o r d e r s )  e n t e r e d  a n  Agreed Orde r  R e g a r d i n g  P a t e r n i t y  and  a F i n a l  

Judgement of Adoption concerning a d i s p u t e  a r i s i n g  from a s u r r o g a t e  

p a r e n t i n g  ag reemen t .  P u r s u a n t  t o  t h e  p e r t i n e n t  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  

o r d e r s  of t h e  Chief Judge of t h e  1 1 t h  J u d i c i a l  C i r c u i t ,  t h e  county 

c o u r t  j u d g e  who e x e c u t e d  t h e  o r d e r  a n d  j u d g m e n t  was n e v e r  

1 a p p r o p r i a t e l y  a s s igned  t o  t h e  cause a s  a n  a c t i n g  c i r cu i t  c o u r t  judge  

[PA 53-54]. 

-------I------------------- 

The P e t i t i o n e r ,  MICHAEL S T E I N  i s  t h e  p u r p o r t e d  n a t u r a l  f a t h e r  
who f i l e d  a n  a c t i o n  seek ing  d e c l a r a t o r y  rel ief  and a de t e rmina t ion  
of p a t e r n i t y .  H y a t t  S t e i n ,  MICHAEL S T E I N ' S  w i f e  i s  t h e  a d o p t i v e  
mother. Respondent, PATRICIA CLARK FOSTER i s  t h e  n a t u r a l  mother of 
t h e  c h i l d .  Respondent ,  BRENT FOSTER i s  t h e  n a t u r a l  m o t h e r ' s  
husband. The p a r t i e s  w i l l  be r e f e r r e d  t o  in te rchangeably  by Supreme 
C o u r t  s tand ings ,  d e s c r i p t i v e l y  or  by proper names wherever c l a r i t y  
i s  b e s t  s e r v e d .  A l l  e m p h a s i s  i s  s u p p l i e d  u n l e s s  o t h e r w i s e  
ind ica ted .  The f o l l o w i n g  symbols w i l l  be used: "PA" - P e t i t i o n e r ' s  
Appendix. 

2/ I n  h i s  j u r i s d i c t i o n a l  b r i e f  and i n  h i s  s t a t e m e n t  of t h e  f a c t s  
P e t i t i o n e r  i m p r o p e r l y  r e f e r s  t o  " f a c t s "  which  a r e  n o t  b e f o r e  t h i s  
Court  a s  they are  no t  s ta ted  i n  t h e  opinion of t h e  Di s t r i c t  Court of 
Appeal ,  T h i r d  D i s t r i c t .  C o n f l i c t "  m u s t  a p p e a r  w i t h i n  t h e  f o u r  
c o r n e r s  of t h e  m a j o r i t y  d e c i s i o n " .  
830 (Fla.  1986) .  

&syss L-S&a&s, 485 So.2d 8 2 9 ,  
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f 

Responden t s  f i l e d  a V e r i f i e d  Mot ion  f o r  Rel ief  f rom 

Judgment i n  which they argued t h a t  t h e  p a t e r n i t y  o rder  and judgment 

of adopt ion were vo id  because t h e  county c o u r t  judge lacked s u b j e c t  

mat te r  j u r i s d i c t i o n ;  t h e  " s u r r o g a t e  mo the r ,  t h e  " n a t u r a l "  f a t h e r ,  

h i s  w i f e ,  t h e  a d o p t i v e  mo the r  and  t h e  c h i l d  were and a r e  Michigan  

r e s i d e n t s  who h a d  no c o n t a c t  w i t h  t h i s  S t a t e ?  and  t h a t  o r d e r  and  t h e  

judgment  s h o u l d  be se t  a s i d e  because of e x t r i n s i c  f r a u d  i n  t h a t  

Respondents' "independent" counsel  f i r s t  r ep re sen ted  them and l a t e r  

r ep re sen ted  t h e  adop t ive  p a r e n t s  [PA 53-54]. 

The county c o u r t  j udge  was subsequent ly  proper ly  a s s igned  

by o r d e r  t o  hear  a~jlsJy t h e  V e r i f i e d  Motion f o r  Rel ief  f rom 

Judgment.  H e  d e n i e d  t h e  mot ion.  The D i s t r i c t  C o u r t  of Appeal 

r e v e r s e d ,  h o l d i n g  t h a t  o n l y  t h e  c i r c u i t  c o u r t  h a s  s u b j e c t  mat te r  

j u r i s d i c t i o n  i n  p a t e r n i t y  and  a d o p t i o n  p r o c e e d i n g s .  The T h i r d  

D i s t r i c t  h e l d  t h a t  s i n c e  t h e  county  c o u r t  j u d g e  was n o t  p r o p e r l y  

a s s i g n e d  p u r s u a n t  t o  t h e  A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  Ordersf h e  was n o t  a 

q u a l i f i e d  c i r c u i t  c o u r t  judge.  The  county  c o u r t  j u d g e ' s  o r d e r  and 

judgment were e n t e r e d  wi thou t  sub jec t  matter j u r i s d i c t i o n  and were 

void  [PA 53-54]. 

SUMMARY OF ARGUMEWT 

The d e c i s i o n  below d o e s  n o t  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  Q x d  yi S&a.ksf 

497 So.2d 1169 ( F l a .  1986), where a c i r c u i t  c o u r t  j u d g e ,  whose 

j u r i s d i c t i o n  i s  un i fo rm t h o u g h o u t  t h e  S t a t e ,  t r i e d  a case w i t h o u t  
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object ion.  Unlike cud, i n  t h e  i n s t a n t  case t h e  county c o u r t  judge 

never had j u r i s d i c t i o n  over adopt ion  and p a t e r n i t y  proceedings  and 

lack of subject matter j u r i s d i c t i o n  could n o t  be waived. Moreover, 

s u b j e c t  matter j u r i s d i c t i o n  cannot be confer red  by consent. 

There  i s  no c o n f l i c t  w i t h  S.kZ#&s 1y1 IYhshS.&Z&, 158  F la .  

267, 28 So.2d 589 (1946), where t h e  P e t i t i o n e r  never ques t ioned  t h e  

v a l i d i t y  of t h e  ac ts  of t h e  judge and t h e  c o n s t i t u t i o n a l  impediment 

t o  t h e  judge ' s  t i t l e  had l o n g  s i n c e  lapsed.  

Al though  P e t i t i o n e r  s u g g e s t s  o t h e r w i s e ,  p u b l i c  p o l i c y  

c a n n o t  g e n e r a t e  c o n f l i c t .  T h i s  d e c i s i o n  m e r e l y  a p p l i e s  a l o n g  

e s t a b l i s h e d  r u l e  t h a t  judges  m u s t  have s u b j e c t  matter j u r i s d i c t i o n .  

ARGUHENT 

THE D E C I S I O N  S O U G H T  TO B E  R E V I E W E D  D O E S  N O T  
E X P R E S S L Y  AND D I R E C T L Y  C O N F L I C T  ON THE S A M E  
Q U E S T I O N  O F  LAW W I T H  T H E  D E C I S I O N S  C I T E D  B Y  
PETITIONER. 

A. NO B A S I S  FOR REVIEW 

Responden t s  s u I I m i t  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no e x p r e s s  and  d,rect  

c o n f l i c t  w i t h  t h e  d e c i s i o n s  cited by P e t i t i o n e r  on the  same q u e s t i o n  

of law, as  r e q u i r e d  by A r t .  V., Sec. 3 ( b ) 3 ,  .J?J&-iXasL and F l a .  R. 

App. P. 9.030(a) ( 2 )  ( A ) ( i v ) .  T h e r e f o r e ,  t h e  r e v i e w  s o u g h t  s h o u l d  be 

denied. 

C o n f l i c t  e x i s t s  when t w o  d e c i s i o n s  a r e  " w h o l l y  

i r r e c o n c i l a b l e "  o r  where d e c i s i o n s  c o l l i d e  s o  a s  " c r e a t e  a n  
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i n c o n s i s t e n c y  o r  c o n f l i c t " .  Nilliaaa yi Pugan, 153  So.2d 726 (F la .  

1 9 6 3 ) ;  Xinh3.id Ya MQX19 _lCnsuraass CQmganYr 157 So.2d 517 (F1a. 

1963) .  " C o n f l i c t  m u s t  be such  t h a t  i f  t h e  l a t t e r  d e c i s i o n  and  t h e  

ea r l i e r  were rendered by t h e  same Court, t h e  former  would have t h e  

e f f e c t  of o v e r u l i n g  t h e  l a t t e r . "  Byls y, EyJs, 1 3 9  So.2d 885,  887 

( F l a .  1962) .  

J u r i s d i c t i o n  cannot be envoked because t h e  Supreme Court 

d i s a g r e e s  w i t h  t h e  D i s t r i c t  C o u r t  of Appea l ' s  d e c i s i o n  o r  b e c a u s e  

t h e  Supreme C o u r t  would have made a d i f f e r e n t  fac tua l  de t e rmina t ion  

i f  i t  had been t r i e r  of f a c t .  Ba~ainA yr S&a&s, 312 So.2d 732 ( F l a .  

1975) .  C o n f l i c t  "...must a p p e a r  w i t h i n  t h e  f o u r  c o r n e r s  of t h e  

m a j o r i t y  decision.. ." Essyss yr S&a&s, 485 So.2d 829, 830 (F la .  

1986) .  C o n f l i c t  m u s t  a l s o  be e x p r e s s  and  d i r e c t ,  n o t  i n h e r e n t  o r  

implied.  Ss&ax&~s~& 23 Bsdkh L N& MQ&kim Ci?masUng, 498 So.2d 

888 ( F l a .  1986) .  

B. THE DECISION IS I N  COMPLETE HARMONY W I T H  I;- L STAT@, 497 So.2d 
1169 ( F l a .  1986)  

I n  Ca-gd & S&a&s, 497 So.2d 1169 (F la .  1 9 8 6 ) ,  a d e f e n d a n t  

was charged w i t h  crimes i n  t h e  1 4 t h  J u d i c i a l  C i r c u i t .  Pursuant  t o  

t h e  defendant ' s  motion f o r  change of venue, t h e  case was t r a n s f e r r e d  

t o  t h e  1st J u d i c i a l  C i r c u i t .  The t r i a l  was conduc ted  i n  t h e  1st 

J u d i c i a l  C i r c u i t  by C i r c u i t  Court  Judge Turner of t h e  14 th  J u d i c i a l  

C i r c u i t .  The Chief  J u s t i c e  of t h e  F l o r i d a  Supreme Cour t  n e v e r  

a p p o i n t e d  C i r c u i t  C o u r t  J u d g e  T u r n e r  t o  h e a r  t h e  c a s e  i n  t h e  1st 

J u d i c i a l  C i r c u i t .  The Supreme Cour t  agreed  t h a t  C i r c u i t  Court Judge 
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Turner  was n o t  a u t h o r i z e d  t o  pres ide  over  t h e  cause i n  t h e  1st 

J u d i c i a l  C i r c u i t .  However, t h e  C o u r t  h e l d  t h a t  t h e  l a c k  of a n  

o f f i c i a l  a s s i g n m e n t  of a v i s i t i n g  ~ ~ ~ G J , I J &  SQ.U& judgs t o  a n o t h e r  

c i r c u i t  d i d  n o t  n e c e s s a r i l y  d e p r i v e  t h e  o t h e r  c o u r t  of s u b j e c t  

matter j u r i s d i c t i o n  s t a t i n g :  

A t e c h n i c a l  f l aw  i n  a s s i g n m e n t  d o e s  n o t  s t r i p  a 
C i r c u i t  Court of s u b j e c t  matter j u r i s d i c i t i o n  over 
a cause which i s  expres s ly  confer red  by law. U. a t  
1173. 

U n l i k e  C.axd, t h e  j u d g e  who e n t e r e d  t h e  judgment  and  o r d e r  a t  i s sue  

h e r e  was a c o u n t y  c o u r t  j u d g e .  C o u n t y  c o u r t  j u d g e s  a r e  n o t  

au tho r i zed  t o  hear  a c t i o n s  f o r  d e c l a r a t o r y  relief pursuant  t o  Chap. 

86 ,  Sia.L, (1988) .  Those a c t i o n s  a r e  t o  be b r o u g h t  i n  t h e  

c i r c u i t  c o u r t .  J u r i s d i c t i o n  i s  d e t e r m i n e d  by s t a t u t e  and  t h e  EEL 

G Q ~ . & .  Reference t o  t h e  a p p l i c a b l e  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  o r d e r s  de te rmines  

t h e  a u t h o r i t y  of a county  c o u r t  j u d g e  who i s  a s s i g n e d  a s  a n  a c t i n g  

c i r c u i t  c o u r t  judge.  P u r s u a n t  t o  t h e  a p p l i c a b l e  a d m i n s t r a t i v e  

o r d e r s ,  t h e  county  c o u r t  j u d g e  was n o t  p r o p e r l y  a s s i g n e d  a s  a n  

a c t i n g  c i r c u i t  c o u r t  j u d g e  t o  c o n s i d e r  e i t h e r  a p a t e r n i t y  o r  a n  

adopt ion case. A judge 's  a u t h o r i t y  i s  l i m i t e d  t o  t hose  powers f i x e d  

by law. Sss, A r t .  V, Set. 5 ( b L  E 2 a .  CQWL 

Here, t h e  f a i l u r e  t o  comply w i t h  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  o r d e r s  of 

t h e  1 1 t h  J u d i c i a l  C i r c u i t  i n  ass ignment  i s  n o t  mere t e c h n i c a l  f law,  

a s  i n  Gaxd, where a c i r c u i t  Court judge s a t  i n  another  circuit.  Here 

a county  c o u r t  j u d g e  h e a r d  a ma t t e r  which  c o u l d  saly be h e a r d  by a 

c i r c u i t  c o u r t  judge.  I n  t h i s  case, u n l i k e  Gaxd, t h e  county  c o u r t  
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judge l acked  sub jec t  matter j u r i s d i c t i o n  over t h e  cause. The lack 

of t h e  o f f i c i a l  ass ignment  i n  Sax& was a mere t e c h n i c a l i t y  because 

j u r i s d i c t i o n  of t h e  c i rcu i t  c o u r t  i s  uniform throughout t h e  state. 

I n  Caxd, there was s u b j e c t  matter j u r i s d i c t i o n .  

. 

A county  c o u r t  j u d g e  d o e s  n o t  h a v e  t h e  power t o  hear  a 

d e c l a r a t o r y  a c t i o n .  Therefore,  any a c t i o n  t a k e n  by a coun ty  c o u r t  

judge, who i s  no t  p roper ly  ass igned  t o  s i t  a s  a c i r c u i t  c o u r t  judge, 

i s  t a k e n  w i t h o u t  a u t h o r i t y  and  t h e r e f o r e  vo id .  I n  S~&dg&l y1 

J&yg&a, 43 So.2d 853, 855 (Fla. 1950) t h e  Supreme Court s tated:  

, 

Inasmuch a s  j u d i c i a l  power t o  e n t e r  a n  o r d e r  o r  
judgment  e x t e n d s  o n l y  t o  s u b j e c t s  o v e r  wh ich  t h e  
Court o r  j udge  h a s  j u r i s d i c t i o n ,  and a f i n a l  o rder  
o r  judgment e n t e r e d  i n  a j u d i c i a l  proceeding a s  t o  
a s u b j e c t  n o t  w i t h i n  t h e  j u d i c i a l  power of t h e  
c o u r t  o r  j u d g e  i s  n u l l i t y ,  see Bzabgaxg J$AZ.JJ~ 
&#JJaax y1 a a ~ ~ y ,  64 F l a .  487, 60 So. 353 [1912]... 

judgment  e n t e r e d  by t h e  C i v i l  C o u r t  of Record wh ich  g r a n t e d  

r e c i s s i o n ,  s i n c e  j u r i s d i c t i o n  f o r  r e c i s s i o n  was reposed i n  equity.  

I n  Eabbasx L B~sxfff irs& Xzdszab SauJngs & 4sm Asassi&iim, 4 89 

So.2d 758 ( F l a .  3d DCA 1986) t h e  c o u r t  r e v e r s e d  a n  o r d e r  deny ing  

relief from a judgment which was e n t e r e d  wi thou t  service of process.  

The judgment was void. I n  t h e  i n s t a n t  case, t h e  county c o u r t  judge  

d i d  n o t  have sub jec t  matter j u r i s d i c t i o n  and t h e  p a t e r n i t y  order  and 

judgment of adopt ion  h e  e n t e r e d  were void. 

The  d e c i s i o n  of t h e  D i s t r i c t  C o u r t  of Appeal i s  i n  harmony 
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w i t h  casd, because i n  gsxd, t h e  d e f e n d a n t  f a i l e d  t o  o b j e c t  when 

C i r c u i t  C o u r t  J u d g e  T u r n e r  p res ided  ove r  h i s  case. S i n c e  J u d g e  

T u r n e r  was a c i r c u i t  c o u r t  j u d g e  and  t h e  c i r c u i t  c o u r t  had s u b j e c t  

matter j u r i s d i c t i o n ,  h i s  a c t i o n s  were merely vo idab le  as  t h o s e  taken  

by a & judge. F a i l u r e  t o  t ime ly  o b j e c t  c o n s t i t u t e d  a waiver. 

There was s u b j e c t  matter j u r i s d i c t i o n .  

I n  t h e  i n s t a n t  case, Respondent  f i l e d  a t i m e l y  V e r i f i e d  

Motion for R e l i e f  f r o m  Judgment  based upon t h e  l a c k  of s u b j e c t  

mat ter  j u r i s d i c t i o n .  The p a t e r n i t y  o r d e r  and  judgmen t  of a d o p t i o n  

were n o t  merely voidable ,  b u t  ygid, because t h e  county c o u r t  judge  

d i d  n o t  h a v e  s u b j e c t  mat ter  j u r i s d i c t i o n .  T h e r e  was no wa ive r .  

Sub jec t  matter j u r i s d i c t i o n  could no t  be confer red  by consent. 

The S t a t e  of F l o r i d a  t h r o u g h  9~12 y . u r m ~ & ~  p r o c e e d i n g s  

chal lenged t h e  t i t l e  of a l e g i s l a t o r  who was improper ly  appoin ted  as 

a c i r c u i t  c o u r t  judge du r ing  h i s  term i n  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  i n  S.$&2 & 

wJsshg~x&, 158 Fla. 267, 28 So.2d 589 (1946). On i t s  face ,  t h e  

C o n s t i t u t i o n  p r o h i b i t e d  t h e  appointment only du r ing  t h e  pe r iod  f o r  

which one was e l e c t e d  t o  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e .  The cha l l enge  was brought 

two (2) y e a r s  a f ter  t h e  judge's  l e g i s l a t i v e  term had expired. S ince  

t h e  appointment on i t s  face was regular and confirmed, t h e  Supreme 

Court h e l d  as  fo l lows :  

... W i s e h e a r t ' s  t e c h n i c a l  d i s q u a l i f i c a t i o n  was 
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r e l i e v e d  l o n g  b e f o r e  t h e  a s s u a l t  was made on h i s  
t i t l e ,  a n d  w h e t h e r  h i s  s t a t u s  a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  i s  
t h a t  of a 3s fss&~ o r  a ds 3 ~ ~ s  o f f i c e r  i s  n o t  
material t o  t h i s  s u i t .  28 So.2d a t  593 

The Supreme C o u r t  a l s o  n o t e d  t h a t  i f  t h e  j u d g e ' s  t i t l e  had  

been chal lenged dur ing  t h e  pe r iod  h e  was s e r v i n g  i n  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e ,  

t h e  judge would "no doubt" have been declared i n e l i g i b l e  and ousted. 

t h e  Thi rd  Dis t r i c t  below. I n  Biss&j&g&, t h e  p e t i t i o n e r  never r a i s e d  

t h e  q u e s t i o n  of w h e t h e r  t h e  j u d g e ' s  o f f i c i a l  a c t s  were void .  I n  

fac t ,  h i s  p o s i t i o n  was t h a t  t h e  judge 's  ac ts  were v a l i d  even though 

he c h a l l e n g e d  t h e  j u d g e ' s  t i t l e  t o  h i s  o f f i c e .  I n  c o n t r a s t ,  t h e  

i ssue  s q u a r e l y  b e f o r e  t h e  T h i r d  D i s t r i c t  i n  t h e  i n s t a n t  case was 

w h e t h e r  a n  o r d e r  a n d  judgmen t  wh ich  c o u l d  o n l y  be e n t e r e d  by a 

c i r c u i t  c o u r t  j u d g e  were v o i d  s i n c e  t h e y  were e n t e r e d  by a coun ty  

c o u r t  j u d g e  who l acked  s u b j e c t  mat te r  j u r i s d i c t i o n .  The  Supreme 

C o u r t  i n  Jfi~&sax&, ~ N Q X ~ ,  was n o t  c a l l ed  upon t o  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  

issue decided by the  Dis t r ic t  Court of Apeal below. 

D. THE "PUBLIC POLICY" ARGUMENT 

P e t i t i o n e r ' s  "publ ic  po l i cy  argument" i s  wi thou t  merit s i n c e  

p u b l i c  p o l i c y  c a n n o t  g e n e r a t e  c o n f l i c t .  ~BXJJD y~ Ciky gf f l J s m i  

~ s a s b ,  113 So.2d 551, 553 (Fla.  1959). T h e  d e c i s i o n  d o e s  n o t  

announce a rule  of law which i s  i n  disharmony w i t h  t h e  ci ted cases, 

b u t  r a t h e r  a p p l i e s  a n  e s t a b l i s h e d  r u l e  of law c o n c e r n i n g  s u b j e c t  

ma t t e r  j u r i s d i c t i o n  t o  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  f a c t s  of t h e  i n s t a n t  case. 

Although t h e  d e c i s i o n  i s  c e r t a i n l y  of importance t o  t h e  l i t i g a n t s ,  

1 
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i t s  importance i s  p r i m a r i l y  l i m i t e d  t o  t h e  l i t i g a n t s  themselves  and 

does no t  extend beyond them. 

P e t i t i o n e r ' s  a r g u m e n t s  r e g a r d i n g  t h e  p e r i l s  c o n f r o n t i n g  

persons  w i t h  judgments of d i s s o l u t i o n  of mar r iage  and adopt ion  a r e  

w i t h o u t  merit .  Judgmen t s  e n t e r e d  by a c t i n g  c i r c u i t  c o u r t  j u d g e s  

who a r e  p r o p e r l y  a p p o i n t e d  a r e  n o t  a t  r i s k .  Chap. 86 ,  El& Ski& 

( 1 9 8 8 )  c l e a r l y  r e f l e c t s  t h a t  o n l y  a c i r c u i t  c o u r t  j u d g e  h a s  

j u r i s d i c t i o n  t o  h e a r  a c t i o n s  f o r  d e c l a r a t o r y  r e l i e f .  P e t i t i o n e r  

a s k s  t h i s  C o u r t  t o  c i r c u m v e n t  Chap. 8 6 ,  S j ~ f ; ,  ( 1 9 8 8 )  by 

e x p a n d i n g  t h e  j u r i s d i c t i o n  of a county  c o u r t  j u d g e  who was n o t  

p r o p e r l y  a p p o i n t e d  t o  a c t  a s  c i r c u i t  c o u r t  j udge .  T h i s  o n l y  t h e  

l e g i s l a t u r e  can do. L i t i g a n t s  who fo l low t h e  procedure  mandated by 

l o c a l  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  o r d e r s  a re  no more a t  r i s k  a f t e r  t h i s  d e c i s i o n  

t h a n  b e f o r e  t h e  T h i r d  D i s t r i c t  r u l e d  below. I f  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  

procedures  set f o r t h  i n  t h e  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  o r d e r s  had been fo l lowed  

below t h e r e  would be no q u e s t i o n  a s  t o  t h e  coun ty  c o u r t  j u d g e ' s  

j u r i s d i c t i o n  t o  e n t e r  t h e  f i n a l  judgment and order .  

CONCLUSION 

The d e c i s i o n  s o u g h t  t o  be r e v i e w e d  d o e s  n o t  c o n t a i n  any 

s t a t e m e n t  of law capable of caus ing  confusion or  disharmony i n  t h e  

l a w  of t h e  S ta te .  I t  m e r e l y  c o n f i r m s  t h e  r u l e  t h a t  o n l y  t h e  c i r c u i t  

c o u r t  h a s  j u r i s d i c t i o n  i n  p a t e r n i t y  and  a d o p t i o n  p r o c e e d i n g s  a n d  

t h a t  o r d e r s  e n t e r e d  wi thou t  j u r i s d i c t i o n  over t h e  sub jec t  matter a re  
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void.  The T h i r d  D i s t r i c t ' s  d e c i s i o n  i s  n o t  t h e  k i n d  of d e c i s i o n  

which t h e  C o n s t i t u t i o n  contempla tes  as  being reviewable ,  and thus ,  
0 

review should be denied. 
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