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MOORE, Judge. 

In a p p e a l no. 2120047, Jeremy T. Tanner ("the husband") 

appeals from the d e n i a l of h i s motion t o " s e t a s i d e " a 

judgment o f d i v o r c e , e n t e r e d by the M o b i l e C i r c u i t C o u r t ("the 

t r i a l c o u r t " ) , d i v o r c i n g him from E r i c a D. Tanner ("the 
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w i f e " ) . In a p p e a l no. 2120303, the husband appeals from a 

judgment e n t e r e d by the t r i a l c o u r t denying h i s o b j e c t i o n t o 

the w i f e ' s r e l o c a t i o n w i t h the p a r t i e s ' c h i l d r e n . 1 In a p p e a l 

no. 2120047, we d i s m i s s the a p p e a l . In a p p e a l no. 2120303, we 

a f f i r m . 

Background 

On May 21, 2012, the w i f e , who was r e p r e s e n t e d by l e g a l 

c o u n s e l , f i l e d a c o m p l a i n t s e e k i n g a d i v o r c e from the husband; 

t h a t a c t i o n was a s s i g n e d case no. DR-12-500871. On t h a t same 

dat e , the husband, who was a c t i n g pro se, f i l e d an answer and 

w a i v e r , a g r e e i n g t h a t the cause c o u l d be s u b m i t t e d t o the 

t r i a l c o u r t , w i t h o u t t e s t i m o n y , f o r a f i n a l judgment. 

A l t h o u g h the husband was u n r e p r e s e n t e d by l e g a l c o u n s e l , he 

acknowledged i n h i s answer and w a i v e r t h a t he was aware t h a t 

he c o u l d have o b t a i n e d a lawyer had he wished t o do s o ; the 

husband's p l e a d i n g was n o t a r i z e d . The p a r t i e s a l s o s u b m i t t e d 

to the t r i a l c o u r t a n o t a r i z e d " S e t t l e m e n t Agreement" i n which 

they s p e c i f i e d t h a t they would share l e g a l c ustody of t h e i r 

two minor c h i l d r e n , t h a t the w i f e would s e r v e as the p r i m a r y 

p h y s i c a l c u s t o d i a n , and t h a t the husband would have s p e c i f i e d 

1 T h i s c o u r t has c o n s o l i d a t e d the appeals ex mero motu. 
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v i s i t a t i o n r i g h t s . The p a r t i e s a l s o s p e c i f i e d how they wished 

t o d i v i d e t h e i r m a r i t a l p r o p e r t y and the amount of c h i l d 

s u p p o r t t o be p a i d by the husband f o r the b e n e f i t of t h e i r 

minor c h i l d r e n . The p a r t i e s f i l e d w i t h the t r i a l c o u r t the 

n e c e s s a r y Rule 32, A l a . R. Jud. Admin., c h i l d - s u p p o r t forms. 

A l t h o u g h the t r i a l c o u r t s i g n e d the p a r t i e s ' d i v o r c e 

judgment on June 26, 2012, t h a t judgment was not e n t e r e d i n t o 

the S t a t e J u d i c i a l I n f o r m a t i o n System ("SJIS") u n t i l J u l y 9, 

2012. By t h a t date, the w i f e had f i l e d , on June 29, 2012, a 

r e q u e s t f o r a p r o t e c t i o n - f r o m - a b u s e ("PFA") o r d e r i n the 

M o b i l e J u v e n i l e C o u r t , a f t e r r e p o r t i n g t h a t the husband had 

a s s a u l t e d her i n the m a r i t a l home. 2 

A d d i t i o n a l l y , on J u l y 3, 2012, the husband, now 

r e p r e s e n t e d by c o u n s e l , f i l e d a motion s e e k i n g t o " s e t a s i d e " 

the p a r t i e s ' s e t t l e m e n t agreement and the d i v o r c e judgment. 

The husband a s s e r t e d t h a t he had s i g n e d the d i v o r c e documents 

w i t h o u t the b e n e f i t of l e g a l c o u n s e l , t h a t the w i f e had 

f r a u d u l e n t l y i n d u c e d him i n t o s i g n i n g those documents, and 

t h a t h i s agreement t o those documents s h o u l d be r e s c i n d e d f o r 

2On August 3, 2012, the w i f e ' s PFA a c t i o n was t r a n s f e r r e d 
t o the t r i a l c o u r t and c o n s o l i d a t e d w i t h the d i v o r c e a c t i o n . 
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v a r i o u s reasons. The husband a l s o a s s e r t e d t h a t the w i f e had 

r e l o c a t e d or i n t e n d e d t o r e l o c a t e w i t h the p a r t i e s ' minor 

c h i l d r e n t o the s t a t e of G e o r g i a ; the husband r e q u e s t e d t h a t 

the t r i a l c o u r t o r d e r her t o r e t u r n the c h i l d r e n t o Alabama. 

The husband f i l e d an amended motion on J u l y 10, 2013, a g a i n 

s e e k i n g t o s e t a s i d e the d i v o r c e judgment and o b j e c t i n g t o the 

w i f e ' s r e l o c a t i o n . 

The t r i a l c o u r t s c h e d u l e d the husband's motion f o r a 

h e a r i n g and o r d e r e d t h a t the c h i l d r e n were not t o be removed 

from the t r i a l c o u r t ' s j u r i s d i c t i o n pending t h a t h e a r i n g . The 

t r i a l c o u r t a l s o a p p o i n t e d a g u a r d i a n ad l i t e m t o r e p r e s e n t 

the c h i l d r e n ' s b e s t i n t e r e s t s . 

On J u l y 22, 2012, the husband a g a i n f i l e d , p u r s u a n t t o 

the "Alabama P a r e n t - C h i l d R e l a t i o n s h i p P r o t e c t i o n A c t , " A l a . 

Code 1975, § 30-3-160 e t seq., an o b j e c t i o n t o the w i f e ' s 

proposed r e l o c a t i o n ; t h a t o b j e c t i o n was a s s i g n e d case no. DR-

12-500871.01. The husband a s s e r t e d t h a t , on J u l y 11, 2012, he 

had r e c e i v e d w r i t t e n n o t i c e from the w i f e i n d i c a t i n g t h a t she 

i n t e n d e d t o r e l o c a t e w i t h the c h i l d r e n t o G e o r g i a on J u l y 27, 

2012. The husband f u r t h e r a s s e r t e d t h a t the w i f e ' s n o t i c e 

f a i l e d t o comply w i t h the 45-day n o t i c e p r o v i s i o n of A l a . Code 
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1975, § 30-3-165(a), t h a t the w i f e had no p r o p e r b a s i s f o r 

f a i l i n g t o p r o v i d e l e s s than the s t a t u t o r i l y mandated 45 d a y s ' 

n o t i c e , and t h a t i t was not i n the c h i l d r e n ' s b e s t i n t e r e s t s 

t o r e l o c a t e t o G e o r g i a . The husband a l s o r e q u e s t e d t h a t the 

t r i a l c o u r t i s s u e a p r e l i m i n a r y i n j u n c t i o n , r e s t r a i n i n g the 

w i f e from r e l o c a t i n g the minor c h i l d r e n t o G e o r g i a o r , 

a l t e r n a t i v e l y , t o award him c u s t o d y of the c h i l d r e n . The 

t r i a l c o u r t s c h e d u l e d the husband's motions f o r an August 2, 

2012, " o f f i c e c o n f e r e n c e . " 

On August 1, 2012, the husband f i l e d a motion a s s e r t i n g 

t h a t the w i f e had, i n f a c t , r e l o c a t e d the c h i l d r e n t o G e o r g i a 

d e s p i t e the t r i a l c o u r t ' s p r e v i o u s o r d e r . The husband sought 

an o r d e r c o m p e l l i n g the c h i l d r e n ' s immediate r e t u r n t o Alabama 

and an award of pendente l i t e c u s t o d y . D e s p i t e the f a c t t h a t 

i t p r e v i o u s l y had s c h e d u l e d the husband's o b j e c t i o n t o the 

w i f e ' s r e l o c a t i o n f o r an August 2, 2012, " o f f i c e c o n f e r e n c e , " 

the t r i a l c o u r t s c h e d u l e d the a b o v e - d e s c r i b e d motions f o r an 

August 22, 2012, " o f f i c e c o n f e r e n c e . " 

On August 2, 2012, the t r i a l c o u r t e n t e r e d an o r d e r 

i n d i c a t i n g t h a t , a f t e r h e a r i n g arguments of c o u n s e l , the 

husband's motion t o s e t a s i d e the d i v o r c e judgment was d e n i e d . 
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The t r i a l c o u r t a l s o o r d e r e d t h a t the p a r t i e s ' c h i l d r e n were 

to remain i n M o b i l e w i t h the husband f o r h i s " b e l a t e d summer 

v i s i t a t i o n p e r i o d and [ t h a t the c h i l d r e n ] s h a l l s t a r t s c h o o l 

i n M o b i l e County." The t r i a l c o u r t s c h e d u l e d the r e m a i n i n g 

m a t t e r s f o r a h e a r i n g on August 20, 2012. 

On August 7, 2012, the husband f i l e d , p u r s u a n t t o Rule 

59, A l a . R. C i v . P., a motion t o a l t e r , amend, or v a c a t e the 

t r i a l c o u r t ' s August 2, 2012, d e n i a l of h i s motion t o s e t 

a s i d e the d i v o r c e judgment. On August 20, 2012, a f t e r the 

p a r t i e s and t h e i r l e g a l c o u n s e l appeared f o r the s c h e d u l e d 

h e a r i n g , the t r i a l c o u r t e n t e r e d an o r d e r r e s e t t i n g the 

h e a r i n g f o r August 29, 2012, "due t o the pending c r i m i n a l 

c h a r g e s . " 

On August 30, 2012, the t r i a l c o u r t e n t e r e d an o r d e r 

i n d i c a t i n g t h a t the husband's motions had been the s u b j e c t of 

sworn t e s t i m o n y a t an August 29, 2012, h e a r i n g . 3 The t r i a l 

c o u r t i n d i c a t e d t h a t i t was denying the husband's motion t o 

a l t e r , amend, or v a c a t e the d i v o r c e judgment, t h a t the w i f e 

3The p a r t i e s were sworn i n a t t h a t h e a r i n g , but they d i d 
not t e s t i f y ; the p a r t i e s ' l a w y e r s , however, s t i p u l a t e d t o some 
of the e v i d e n c e t h a t would have been p r e s e n t e d had the p a r t i e s 
taken the w i t n e s s s t a n d . 
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was a l l o w e d t o r e l o c a t e w i t h the c h i l d r e n t o G e o r g i a , and t h a t 

the husband's v i s i t a t i o n w i t h the c h i l d r e n was m o d i f i e d as s e t 

f o r t h i n t h a t o r d e r . On October 10, 2012, the husband f i l e d 

a n o t i c e of a p p e a l from the t r i a l c o u r t ' s August 30, 2012, 

judgment. That n o t i c e of a p p e a l was d o c k e t e d as a p p e a l no. 

2120047. 

On September 7, 2012, the husband f i l e d a "Motion t o 

C o r r e c t August 30, 2012, Order." He a s s e r t e d t h a t the t r i a l 

c o u r t had i n c o r r e c t l y i n d i c a t e d i n i t s August 30, 2012, o r d e r 

t h a t sworn t e s t i m o n y had been taken a t the August 29, 2012, 

h e a r i n g . On September 12, 2012, the t r i a l c o u r t g r a n t e d t h a t 

motion. A September 27, 2012, e n t r y i n S J I S r e f l e c t s the 

f o l l o w i n g : "Memo t o A t t y : Need Order t o Match M o t i o n / C o r r . " 

An October 30, 2012, e n t r y i n S J I S r e f l e c t s t h a t l e g a l c o u n s e l 

f o r b o t h p a r t i e s were sent a n o t i c e ; the c o n t e n t s of t h a t 

n o t i c e are not i n d i c a t e d i n the r e c o r d . On December 11, 2012, 

the t r i a l c o u r t e n t e r e d an o r d e r p u r p o r t i n g t o s e t a s i d e the 

August 30, 2012, judgment based upon a c l e r i c a l e r r o r . 

A l s o on December 11, 2012, the t r i a l c o u r t e n t e r e d a 

judgment i n case no. DR-12-500871.01. That December 11, 2012, 
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judgment was i d e n t i c a l t o the t r i a l c o u r t ' s August 30, 2012, 

judgment t h a t had been e n t e r e d i n case no. DR-12-500871. 

On January 9, 2013, the husband f i l e d a nother n o t i c e of 

a p p e a l . T h i s c o u r t d o c k e t e d t h a t a p p e a l as a p p e a l no. 

2120303. On January 10, 2013, the husband f i l e d w i t h the 

t r i a l c o u r t a motion t o c o r r e c t the December 11, 2012, 

judgment. On F e b r u a r y 7, 2013, the t r i a l c o u r t e n t e r e d an 

o r d e r c l a r i f y i n g i t s December 11, 2012, judgment. I n t h a t 

o r d e r , the t r i a l c o u r t g r a n t e d the husband's motion t o c o r r e c t 

the December 11, 2012, judgment and s t a t e d : 

"1. The Court does note f o r the r e c o r d t h a t on 
August 29, 2012, the p a r t i e s d i d appear i n c o u r t 
w i t h c o u n s e l and the g u a r d i a n ad l i t e m and the 
p a r t i e s were sworn i n but d i d not t e s t i f y . The 
i n f o r m a t i o n which the c o u r t r e l i e d upon i n making 
the d e c i s i o n t o not s e t a s i d e the agreement came 
o n l y from the arguments of c o u n s e l w i t h r e s p e c t t o 
what they would expect the e v i d e n c e t o be. 

"2. The Court does a t t a c h h e r e t o a copy of the 
t r a n s c r i p t ... r e g a r d i n g what was s a i d a t the 
h e a r i n g . The Court does note f u r t h e r t h a t the 
August 30, 2012, o r d e r was s e t a s i d e by the c l e r k 
due t o i t b e i n g f i l e d i n the wrong p o i n t number. 
The o r d e r of December 11, 2012, s i m p l y changes the 
case p o i n t number and f i l e s the o r d e r i n the c o r r e c t 
case p o i n t number. 

"3. T h i s o r d e r does make i t c l e a r t h a t the 
c o u r t based i t s r u l i n g s t r i c t l y on the argument 
p r e s e n t e d i n the r e c o r d ( w h i c h i s a t t a c h e d h e r e t o ) , 
a l o n g w i t h o t h e r arguments made i n chambers." 
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On a p p e a l , the husband a s s e r t s t h a t the t r i a l c o u r t e r r e d 

i n f a i l i n g t o s e t a s i d e the judgment of d i v o r c e ; e r r e d i n 

f a i l i n g t o conduct an e v i d e n t i a r y h e a r i n g on h i s motion t o s e t 

a s i d e the judgment of d i v o r c e ; e r r e d i n f a i l i n g t o conduct a 

h e a r i n g on h i s motion t o a l t e r , amend, or v a c a t e the judgment 

of d i v o r c e ; and e r r e d i n denying h i s o b j e c t i o n t o the w i f e ' s 

and the c h i l d r e n ' s r e l o c a t i o n w i t h o u t the b e n e f i t of an 

e v i d e n t i a r y h e a r i n g . 

We f i r s t address the husband's c h a l l e n g e t o the t r i a l 

c o u r t ' s d e n i a l of h i s motion t o s e t a s i d e the judgment of 

d i v o r c e and the d e n i a l of h i s motion t o a l t e r , amend, or 

v a c a t e t h a t judgment. The husband f i l e d h i s motion t o s e t 

a s i d e the d i v o r c e judgment b e f o r e e n t r y of t h a t judgment i n t o 

S J I S , i . e . , b e f o r e the d i v o r c e judgment became f i n a l . Upon 

e n t r y of t h a t judgment i n t o S J I S , however, the judgment became 

a f i n a l one. A d d i t i o n a l l y , the husband i m m e d i a t e l y t h e r e a f t e r 

f i l e d an amended motion s e e k i n g t o s e t a s i d e the d i v o r c e 

judgment. 

The t r i a l c o u r t c o n s i d e r e d the husband's motion as a 

postjudgment motion, and the r e c o r d i n d i c a t e s t h a t the husband 

d i d not o b j e c t t o the t r i a l c o u r t ' s t r e a t m e n t of h i s motion t o 
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s e t a s i d e the d i v o r c e judgment as a postjudgment motion. See, 

e.g., M c I n t y r e v. Satch R e a l t y , I n c . , 961 So. 2d 135 ( A l a . 

C i v . App. 2006) ( d e f e n d a n t ' s motion t o s e t a s i d e n o n f i n a l 

judgment was d i r e c t e d t o the f i n a l judgment r a t h e r than the 

n o n f i n a l judgment once the f i n a l judgment was e n t e r e d ) . Thus, 

a l t h o u g h the husband's motion t o s e t a s i d e the d i v o r c e 

judgment was f i l e d when the d i v o r c e judgment was n o n f i n a l , 

t h a t motion was p r o p e r l y c o n s i d e r e d by the t r i a l c o u r t as a 

postjudgment motion ad d r e s s e d t o the t r i a l c o u r t ' s f i n a l 

d i v o r c e judgment. 

The t r i a l c o u r t i n i t i a l l y d e n i e d the husband's motion t o 

s e t a s i d e the d i v o r c e judgment on August 2, 2012. Because the 

t r i a l c o u r t had r u l e d on h i s motion t o s e t a s i d e , or v a c a t e , 

the d i v o r c e judgment, the husband had 42 days i n which t o seek 

a p p e l l a t e r e v i e w . See Rule 4, A l a . R. App. P. Thus, the 

husband had u n t i l September 13, 2012, t o ap p e a l from the t r i a l 

c o u r t ' s d e n i a l of h i s motion t o s e t a s i d e the d i v o r c e 

judgment. 

Rather than f i l i n g a n o t i c e of a p p e a l , the husband f i l e d 

a n other postjudgment motion, s e e k i n g t o a l t e r , amend, or 

v a c a t e the t r i a l c o u r t ' s d e n i a l of the motion t o v a c a t e the 
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d i v o r c e judgment. A p a r t y i s not e n t i t l e d t o f i l e s u c c e s s i v e 

postjudgment motions. See W a l l a c e v. B e l l e v i e w Props. Corp., 

[Ms. 1100902, Dec. 21, 2012] So. 3d , n.3 ( A l a . 

2012) ( r e c o g n i z i n g t h a t a t r i a l c o u r t may not e n t e r t a i n 

s u c c e s s i v e postjudgment motions and t h a t the f i l i n g of such 

s u c c e s s i v e motions does not suspend the time f o r f i l i n g a 

n o t i c e of a p p e a l ) . Thus, the husband's motion s e e k i n g t o 

a l t e r , amend, or v a c a t e the t r i a l c o u r t ' s d e n i a l of h i s motion 

t o s e t a s i d e the d i v o r c e judgment was a n u l l i t y . 

A d d i t i o n a l l y , because the husband d i d not f i l e h i s n o t i c e 

of a p p e a l w i t h i n 42 days of the t r i a l c o u r t ' s d e n i a l of h i s 

motion t o s e t a s i d e the d i v o r c e judgment, h i s ap p e a l i s 

u n t i m e l y . "The f i l i n g of a t i m e l y n o t i c e of appeal i s a 

j u r i s d i c t i o n a l a c t . " P a i n t e r v. McWane Cast I r o n Pipe Co., 

987 So. 2d 522, 529 ( A l a . 2007) . "An appeal s h a l l be 

d i s m i s s e d i f the n o t i c e of appeal was not t i m e l y f i l e d t o 

inv o k e the j u r i s d i c t i o n of the a p p e l l a t e c o u r t . " Rule 

2 ( a ) ( 1 ) , A l a . R. App. P. See a l s o Ex p a r t e Alabama Dep't of  

Human Res., 999 So. 2d 891, 895 ( A l a . 2008) ("[W]e are 

o b l i g a t e d t o d i s m i s s an appeal i f , f o r any reason, [ s u b j e c t -

matter] j u r i s d i c t i o n does not e x i s t . " ) . T h e r e f o r e , the t r i a l 
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c o u r t ' s judgment of d i v o r c e i s f i n a l , and we have no 

j u r i s d i c t i o n t o r e v i e w the m e r i t s of t h a t judgment. 

The husband, however, f i l e d two n o t i c e s of a p p e a l from 

the t r i a l c o u r t ' s r u l i n g on h i s o b j e c t i o n t o the w i f e ' s n o t i c e 

of i n t e n t t o r e l o c a t e w i t h the p a r t i e s ' minor c h i l d r e n . The 

husband f i l e d a n o t i c e of a p p e a l from the t r i a l c o u r t ' s August 

30, 2012, judgment, e n t e r e d i n case no. DR-12-500871, and a 

n o t i c e of a p p e a l from the t r i a l c o u r t ' s December 11, 2012, 

judgment, e n t e r e d i n case no. DR-12-500871.01. Both were 

t i m e l y f i l e d from t h e i r r e s p e c t i v e judgments. Based on the 

p r o c e d u r a l p o s t u r e of the a c t i o n s below, we e l e c t t o t r e a t the 

husband's o b j e c t i o n t o the w i f e ' s proposed r e l o c a t i o n w i t h the 

c h i l d r e n as the s u b j e c t of case no. DR-12-500871.01 and a p p e a l 

no. 2120303. In t h a t a p p e a l , the husband's s o l e i s s u e i s t h a t 

the t r i a l c o u r t e r r e d by f a i l i n g t o conduct an e v i d e n t i a r y 

h e a r i n g b e f o r e o v e r r u l i n g h i s o b j e c t i o n . 

We agree w i t h the husband t h a t an e v i d e n t i a r y h e a r i n g i s 

g e n e r a l l y r e q u i r e d t o r e s o l v e an o b j e c t i o n t o a c u s t o d i a l 

p a r e n t ' s i n t e n t t o r e l o c a t e w i t h the c h i l d r e n . Alabama Code 

1975, § 30-3-169.7, p r o v i d e s as f o l l o w s : 

" I f the i s s u e of change of p r i n c i p a l r e s i d e n c e 
of a c h i l d i s p r e s e n t e d i n a p e t i t i o n f o r d i v o r c e or 
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d i s s o l u t i o n of a m a r r i a g e or o t h e r p e t i t i o n t o 
determine cu s t o d y of or v i s i t a t i o n w i t h a c h i l d , the 
c o u r t s h a l l c o n s i d e r , among o t h e r e v i d e n c e , the 
f a c t o r s s e t f o r t h i n S e c t i o n s 30-3-169.2 and 30-3-
169.3[, A l a . Code 1975,] i n making i t s i n i t i a l 
d e t e r m i n a t i o n . " 

A d d i t i o n a l l y , i n Anderson v. Anderson, 65 So. 3d, 435 ( A l a . 

C i v . App. 2010), t h i s c o u r t r e c o g n i z e d t h a t a t r i a l c o u r t i s 

r e q u i r e d t o conduct an e v i d e n t i a r y h e a r i n g i n o r d e r t o 

determine whether a proposed or a c t u a l change of p r i n c i p a l 

r e s i d e n c e of a minor c h i l d i s a ground f o r a change i n the 

c u s t o d y of t h a t c h i l d . I d . a t 441-42. 

We c o n c l u d e , however, t h a t the husband i n v i t e d the e r r o r 

of which he now c o m p l a i n s . A l t h o u g h both p a r t i e s were 

p r e s e n t , sworn i n , and p r e p a r e d t o t e s t i f y a t the h e a r i n g on 

the husband's o b j e c t i o n , n e i t h e r p a r t y was c a l l e d t o t e s t i f y . 

C ounsel f o r both p a r t i e s s t i p u l a t e d t o what the y e x p e c t e d the 

e v i d e n c e would show i f the p a r t i e s took the w i t n e s s s t a n d . A t 

no p o i n t d i d the husband's c o u n s e l attempt t o c a l l him t o 

t e s t i f y or o b j e c t on the b a s i s t h a t the husband had not been 

a l l o w e d t o t e s t i f y . Thus, the husband f a i l e d t o o f f e r any 

sworn t e s t i m o n y a t the h e a r i n g , and, on a p p e a l , he r a i s e s t h a t 

f a i l u r e as r e v e r s i b l e e r r o r . 
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A p a r t y "'"cannot by h i s own v o l u n t a r y conduct i n v i t e 

e r r o r and then seek t o p r o f i t t h e r e b y . " ' " S l a t o n v. S t a t e , 

680 So. 2d 879, 892 ( A l a . Crim. App. 1995) ( q u o t i n g C o l l i n s v.  

S t a t e , 385 So. 2d 993, 1002 ( A l a . Crim. App. 1979), r e v ' d on 

o t h e r grounds, 385 So. 2d 1005 ( A l a . 1980)); and P h i l l i p s v.  

S t a t e , 527 So. 2d 154 ( A l a . 1988) . As a r e s u l t , we cannot 

r e v e r s e the t r i a l c o u r t ' s judgment on t h i s b a s i s . 

A d d i t i o n a l l y , the husband has not c h a l l e n g e d any o t h e r a s p e c t 

of t h a t judgment. We, t h e r e f o r e , f i n d no r e v e r s i b l e e r r o r i n 

the t r i a l c o u r t ' s judgment a l l o w i n g the w i f e t o r e l o c a t e w i t h 

the c h i l d r e n . 

2120047 -- APPEAL DISMISSED. 

2120303 -- AFFIRMED. 

Thompson, P.J., and P i t t m a n , Thomas, and Donaldson, J J . , 

concur. 
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