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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Alabama affirmed the Baldwin Circuit Court’s denial of Frank Thomas

Shumate, Jr.’s Rule 60(b)(5) motion seeking relief from a Texas judgment domesticated in Alabama.

The court held that Shumate had not shown that Rule 60(b)(5) provided the proper basis for vacating
the domesticated judgment after the Texas Supreme Court reversed and remanded the Texas case.

Separate dissents argued that the reversed Texas judgment should no longer be enforceable in

Alabama.
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Appeal from the Baldwin Circuit Court's denial of Shumate's Rule
60(b)(5) motion seeking relief from a Texas judgment that Bay Ltd.

had domesticated in Alabama.
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abuse of discretion; the appellate inquiry is whether the circuit court
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Shumate was entitled to relief under Rule 60(b)(5) from the Alabama domestication of the
Texas judgment after the Supreme Court of Texas reversed the Texas appellate judgment and remanded

for entry of a new judgment.

2. Whether the domesticated judgment could be challenged under Rule 60(b)(4) or Rule 60(b)(6) on appeal
despite Shumate's reliance below primarily on Rule 60(b)(5).

3. Whether the Full Faith and Credit Clause required relief from the domesticated judgment.

HOLDINGS

1. Shumate did not demonstrate that the Baldwin Circuit Court exceeded its discretion in denying his Rule
60(b)(5) motion. The majority affirmed without deciding whether Rule 60(b)(5) is generally the proper
procedural mechanism for addressing a domesticated judgment after reversal in the rendering state.

2. Once domesticated under the Uniform Enforcement of Foreign Judgments Act, a foreign judgment has
the same effect and is subject to the same procedures, defenses, and proceedings for reopening, vacating,

or staying as a judgment of an Alabama circuit court.

3. Shumate was not entitled to reversal under Rule 60(b)(4) or Rule 60(b)(6) because those grounds were
not adequately developed in his motion or appellate argument, and the record did not establish that the

domesticated judgment was void or that other grounds justified relief.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“"Whether to grant or deny relief under Rule 60(b)(5) ... is within the discretion of the trial judge, and the

trial court's decision will not be reversed except for an abuse of that discretion."” (5)

“"the purpose of the UEFJA 'is to give the holder of a foreign judgment the same rights and remedies as the

holders of domestic judgments.'"” (5)

“"Therefore, once the judgment is domesticated, [the party resisting enforcement of the domesticated
judgment] must resort to procedures applicable to any other judgment originally entered by a circuit court in

order to set it aside."” (6)

“We cannot say that Shumate has demonstrated that the circuit court exceeded its discretion in denying
Shumate's Rule 60(b)(5) motion for relief from judgment.” (16)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Bay Ltd. obtained a Texas judgment against Shumate after a jury found him liable for alleged fraud, awarding
actual damages, punitive damages, attorney fees, and interest. Bay Ltd. domesticated that judgment in Alabama
while Shumate's Texas appeal was pending. The Texas Supreme Court later reversed the Texas intermediate

appellate court's judgment and remanded for determination of a settlement credit and entry of a new judgment.



Shumate sought relief from the Alabama domesticated judgment, but the Baldwin Circuit Court denied his

motion.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Bay Ltd. obtained a Texas judgment against Shumate, which was affirmed by a Texas intermediate appellate
court and later reversed by the Supreme Court of Texas, which remanded for consideration of a settlement credit
and entry of a new judgment. While the Texas appeal was pending, Bay Ltd. domesticated the Texas judgment in
the Baldwin Circuit Court under Alabama's Uniform Enforcement of Foreign Judgments Act. Shumate later
moved under Rule 60(b)(5) to obtain relief from the domesticated judgment. The circuit court denied the motion
without holding the scheduled hearing, and the Alabama Supreme Court affirmed.

DISPOSITION

affirmed
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