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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Georgia held that an order finding a party in wilful contempt for violating a
discovery order, while striking the party's answer and entering default judgment as to liability under
OCGA § 9-11-37(b)(2)(C), was not directly appealable as a contempt judgment. Because the order
was an interlocutory discovery-sanctions order rather than a criminal or civil contempt judgment, the
Court affirmed dismissal of the appeal for failure to follow interlocutory-appeal procedures.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether an order finding a wilful violation of a prior discovery order and imposing the sanctions of
striking an answer and entering default judgment as to liability is directly appealable as a contempt
judgment under OCGA § 5-6-34(a)(2).

2. Whether the trial court's dismissal of the notice of appeal was itself directly appealable or constituted an
interlocutory order requiring compliance with OCGA § 5-6-34(b).

HOLDINGS

1. An order imposing discovery sanctions under OCGA § 9-11-37(b)(2)(C) by striking an answer and
entering default judgment as to liability is not directly appealable as a contempt judgment under OCGA
§ 5-6-34(a)(2) when it neither imposes a sanction available for criminal contempt nor attempts to coerce
compliance as civil contempt would.

2. Because the underlying October 3 order was an interlocutory discovery-sanctions order and not a
directly appealable contempt judgment, the November 2 order dismissing the unauthorized direct appeal
was itself interlocutory and could be challenged only through the interlocutory-appeal procedures of
OCGA § 5-6-34(b).

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We conclude that such an order is not directly appealable as a contempt judgment under OCGA § 5-6-34(a)
(2) where, as in the present case, it does not impose a sanction that is available for criminal contempt and
does not attempt to coerce compliance with the prior discovery order as in cases involving civil contempt.” (at
698)

“the appealability of an order is determined, not by its form or the name given to it by the trial court, but
rather by its substance and effect.” (at 699)

“For the foregoing reasons, we conclude that the trial court's October 3, 2006, order does not make this
appeal a contempt case within the meaning of OCGA § 5-6-34(a)(2), that it was thus not directly appealable,
and that, accordingly, the Court of Appeals properly dismissed the appellants' appeal.” (at 701-702)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Appellants failed to produce discovery documents required by a prior discovery order for more than eighteen
months. The trial court characterized the failure as wilful and flagrant, struck appellants' answer, and entered a
default judgment as to liability under OCGA § 9-11-37(b)(2)(C). Although the order referred to wilful contempt,
it did not impose a criminal-contempt punishment or seek to coerce future compliance.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

After appellants failed for more than eighteen months to produce discovery, the trial court found the violation
wilful and flagrant, struck appellants' answer, and entered default judgment as to liability under OCGA § 9-11-
37(b)(2)(C). Appellants filed a direct appeal. The trial court dismissed the notice of appeal as premature, the
Court of Appeals dismissed the appeal for failure to use interlocutory-appeal procedures, and the Supreme Court
granted certiorari and affirmed.
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