REVI SED - June 25, 2001

IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 00-30610

HOVE PORT RENTALS, | NC.,
Pl ai ntiff-Appel |l ee-Cross-Appel | ant,

THE | NTERNATI ONAL YACHTI NG GROUP, INC., ETC ; ET AL.,
Def endant s,
ROGER MOCRE,
Def endant - Appel | ant - Cr oss- Appel | ee.

Appeals fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Louisiana
May 21, 2001

Before WENER and STEWART, Crcuit Judges, and SMTH, District
Judge. ”

WENER, Circuit Judge.

Appel | ant - Cr oss- Appel | ee Roger Moor e and several co-defendants
were cast in judgnent in March, 1989 (the “1989 judgnent”) by the
United States District Court for the District of South Carolina
(the “rendering court”). Al though he did not appeal that judgnent,
two of his co-defendants did, and it was affirned. Mbore now

appeals from a judgnent rendered a decade later by the district

" District Judge of the Western District of Texas, sitting
by desi gnati on.



court for the Western District of Louisiana, (1) denying More’'s
motion to dismss two petitions filed sinultaneously on March 17,
1999 by Appell ee-Cross-Appellant Hone Port Rentals, Inc. (“Hone
Port”), the successful plaintiff in the rendering court which
sought to register and enforce the 1989 judgnent in the district
court for the Wstern District of Louisiana (the “registration
court”), and (2) declaring the 1989 judgnent enforceable in the
Western District of Louisiana until April 2, 2002, the tenth
anni versary of the 1989 judgnent’s finality on appeal. W affirm
the registration court’s denial of Myore's notion to dismss; we
nmodi fy that court’s declaration of enforceability in the Wstern
District of Louisiana by changing the commencenent date of the
applicable period of |imtation (Louisiana’s 10-year |iberative
prescription for enforcenent of judgnents) fromApril 2, 1992 (the
date that the 1989 judgnent was affirnmed by the Fourth Crcuit) to
March 17, 1999, the date it was registered in the registration
court; and, as thus nodified, we affirmthe registration court’s
decl aration of enforceability of the 1989 judgnent in the Wstern
District of Louisiana.
| . Facts and Proceedi ngs

In 1989, the rendering court held Moore and his co-defendants
liable to Home Port for $1,200,000 in conmpensatory danmages and
$50, 000 i n punitive danmages for securities fraud, conmon | aw f raud,
and breach of contract. By an order dated March 16, 1989 and
entered March 17, 1989, the rendering court directed its clerk of

court to enter judgnent for Hone Port, which the clerk did on March



20, 1989. This judgnent, the 1989 judgnent, was affirned by the
United States Court of Appeals for the Fourth Crcuit, and that
court’s mandate issued on April 2, 1992. Utimately, the Suprene

Court of the United States denied certiorari.

Fast forward to 1999. On March 17 of that year —three days
shy of the tenth anniversary of the rendering court’s entry of the
1989 judgnment — Hone Port sinultaneously filed two petitions in
the registration court. One seeks registration of a foreign
judgnment, pursuant to 28 U S.C. 8§ 1963; the other seeks to enforce
that judgnment in the Western District of Louisiana.

After Moore filed a notion to dismss Hone Port’s two
petitions, the registration court referred the case to a nagi strate
judge for a Report and Recommendati on, whi ch was prepared and fil ed
in due course. The magistrate judge reconmended that the district
court deny Moore’s notion to dism ss Hone Port’ s petitions and that
the court declare the 1989 judgnent enforceable in the Wstern
District of Louisiana until April 2, 2002, 10 years after the
i ssuance of the Fourth Circuit’s mandate affirmng the appeal ed
1989 j udgnent.

Both Moore and Hone Port filed witten objections to the
magi strate judge’s recomendations. More faulted the report for
“failing to apply Louisiana Cvil Code art. 3501 inits entirety”
and for finding the 1989 judgnent enforceable until April 2, 2002,
rather than until March 20, 1999 only. WMore contended that the
earlier date, 10 years after the 1989 judgnent was entered by the

rendering court, was the |last date on which South Carolina |aw



woul d permt that judgnent to be enforced, regardl ess of appeal,
insisting that South Carolina | aw should control.?

Honme Port’s objection criticized only the nagistrate judge’s
| egal conclusion that the running of Louisiana s prescriptive
period for an action to enforce a registered judgnment comenced to
run on the day the underlying judgnent was affirnmed on appeal. Hone
Port contended that Louisiana s 10-year |iberative prescription,
whi ch applies to noney judgnents in federal district courts |ocated
in the state, commences to run not fromeither the date on which
the original judgnment was entered in the rendering court or the
date on which it was affirned on appeal, but fromthe date it was
registered in the registration court. Specifically, Hone Port

faulted the report’s conclusion that, for purposes of enforcenent

inthe registration court’s district, registration under 8 1963 is

not governed by the sanme prescriptive period as woul d be applicable
to a plenary judgnent of a Louisiana-domciled federal district
court grounded on a foreign judgnent (*judgnent-on-judgnent”); and
that 8§ 1963 rat her than Loui siana | aw governs t he conmencenent date
for the running of prescription on a judgnent of the registration

court.

1'We fail to see the significance of this difference to
Moor e because, using either date, Hone Port’s conmmencenent of
judicial proceedings to enforce the 1989 judgnent in the Western
District of Louisiana was tinely, i.e., was started before either
South Carolina's statute of limtations or Louisiana’ s
acquisitive prescription had expired, even when counting fromthe
1989 judgnent’s date of entry. Under any systemw th which we
are famliar, proceedings to enforce or execute a judgnent need
only be conmmenced before the bar date, even if the limtation
period is a statute of repose or perenption; enforcenent need not
be conpl eted before the bar date.
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Over those objections, the district court adopted the
magi strate judge’ s Report and Recommendati on and rul ed accordi ngly.
Moore tinely filed a notice of appeal, and Hone Port tinely filed
such a notice for its cross-appeal.

1. Analysis
A St andard of Revi ew

We review the denial of Moore’'s dism ssal notion de novo.? As

the material facts of this case are undisputed, the issues
presented on appeal, including interpretation of state and federal
statutes and jurisprudence, and determ ni ng which anong those are
applicable, are issues of law so we al so review them de novo.?3
B. Backgr ound

When, on March 17, 1999, the rendering court’s noney judgnent
was registered in the registration court, it was still “live” —
enf orceabl e —under applicable South Carolina | aw.* Likew se, as
of its registration on March 17, 1999, the 1989 judgnent would

still have been enforceabl e under Louisiana law.® Thus, at a tine

2 Cal houn County, Tex. v. United States, 132 F.3d 1100,
1103 (5th Cir. 1998).

3 Hart v. Bayer Corp., 199 F.3d 239, 243 (5th G r. 2000).

4 S.C. Code Ann. 8§ 15-39-30 (Law. Co-op. 2001) (“Executions
may i ssue upon final judgnents or decrees at any tinme within ten
years fromthe date of the original entry thereof and shall have
active energy during such period, wthout any renewal or renewals
thereof, and this whether any return may or nmay not have been
made during such period on such executions”).

5> La. Cv. Code Ann. art. 3501 (West 2001) (“A nopney
judgnent rendered by a trial court of this State is prescribed by
the |l apse of ten years fromits signing if no appeal has been
taken, or, if an appeal has been taken, it is prescribed by the
| apse of ten years fromthe tinme the judgnent becones final.”).

5



when it remained enforceable in both the rendering and the
registration jurisdictions, (1) the 1989 judgnent was registered,
and (2) enforcenent proceedings were commenced — “execution []
issue[d]” in South Carolina termnology — in the registration
court. Even if neasured fromthe entry date of March 20, 1989 and
not the date of finality under Louisiana |law or 8 1963, neither
state’s bar date had yet arrived when registration was
acconpl i shed.

The 1989 j udgnent was regi stered pursuant to 28 U.S. C. 8§ 1963,
whi ch provides for the registration of one federal district court’s
nmoney judgnent in another federal district court as the precursor
to enforcenent of the original judgnent in the latter court.®
Prior to the adoption of 8 1963, a judgnent creditor from one
federal district court who wanted to enforce a noney judgnment in
another district had to bring suit in the other federal district
court and obtain a new judgnent of the second court (a “judgnent-
on-judgnent”). Section 1963 was enacted in large part to “assist][]
judgnent creditors by nmaking it possible for them to pursue the
property of a debtor in satisfaction of a judgnent by the ordinary

process of |evying execution on a judgnent in any district where

628 U S.C 8§ 1963 (2001). “A judgrment in an action for the
recovery of noney or property entered in any...district
court...my be registered by filing a certified copy of the
judgnent in any other district [court]...when the judgnent has
becone final by appeal or expiration of the tinme for appeal....A
judgnent so registered shall have the sane effect as a judgnent
of the district court of the district where reqgistered and may be
enforced in like manner.” (enphasis added).
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the judgnment is registered.”” An express reason for Congress’s
enacting 8 1963 was “to spare creditors and debtors alike both the
addi tional costs and harassnent of further litigation which would
ot herwi se be required by way of an action on the judgnent in a
district court other than that where the judgnent was originally
obtai ned.”® Thus, the question we are asked today is: Strictly
for purposes of enforcement within the registration court’s
district, precisely what are the effects of registrati on of a noney
judgnent that is still enforceable in the rendering court’s
district as well as in the district where registered?

C. Case Law

We are aware of no Suprene Court authority on point, and of
very little pertinent jurisprudence from federal appellate or
district courts.® Still, we are not wholly w thout jurisprudential

gui dance. The landmark case in this area is Stanford v. Ul ey,

aut hored by Judge (later Justice) Blacknmun for the Eighth Crcuit
Court of Appeals.!® The Stanford court was called on to consider the
enforceability, in a federal district court in Mssouri, of a
judgnent that had been rendered by a federal district court in

M ssi ssippi, then registered the next day, pursuant to 8 1963, in

"' S. Rep. No. 1917 (1954), reprinted in 1954 U S.C C A N.

3142.
8 1d.

 Juneau v. Couvillion, 148 F.R D. 558, 560 (WD. La.
1993) (“Only a handful of courts have addressed the interplay
between 8§ 1963 registration and state statutes of limtation”).

10 stanford v. Utley, 341 F.2d 265 (8th Cir. 1965).
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a federal district court in Mssouri. Qobvi ously, then, the
judgnment fromM ssi ssippi had been registered in Mssouri at atine
when that judgnent was still enforceable in both M ssissippi and
M ssouri. The kicker in Stanford is that, follow ng registration
pursuant to 8 1963, no proceedings to enforce the registered
judgnment from M ssissippi were instituted in Mssouri until nore

than seven years after that judgnent had been rendered in

M ssissippi and registered in Mssouri. In the neantine,
M ssissippi’s seven-year statute of limtations for enforcing
judgnents in that state —and thus in federal courts |ocated there

——had expired; but Mssouri’s 10-year limtation period had not.

In concluding that the post-registration expiration of the
rendering state’'s statute of I|imtations for enforcement of
j udgnent s had no effect on enforcenent proceedi ngs conmenced i n the

court of registration at a tinme when the reqgistration state’s

statute of limtations for enforcenent of judgnents had not yet
expired, the Stanford court recapped its analysis wth the
fol |l ow ng pronouncenent:

W have concluded that 8§ 1963 is npbre than

“mnisterial” and is nore than a nere
procedural device for the collection of the
foreign judgnent. W feel that reqgistration

provides, so far as enforcenent is concerned,
the equivalent of a new judgnment of the
registration court. In other words...for
enf or cenent pur poses, the [regi stration state]
federal registration equated wth a new
[registration state] federal judgnent on the
original [rendering state] federal judgnent,
that is, it is no different than a judgnent
tinmely obtained by action in [the registration




state] federal court on that [renderi ng state]
j udgnent . 1t

Stanford s express recognition of the applicability of Mssouri’s

statute of limtations and the inapplicability of M ssissippi’s,

for purposes of post-reqgistration enforcenent in Mssouri,

underpins that court’s holding that, as far as enforcenent in the

registration court’s district is concerned, a “live” judgnent duly
registered there is the full |egal equivalent of a judgnent-on-
j udgnent .

This holding in Stanford nmakes obvious the legal truismthat

once a noney judgnent of the rendering court is tinely reqgistered

in another district court pursuant to 8§ 1963 at a tine when
enforcenent of that judgnent is not tine-barred in either
jurisdiction, the subsequent expiration of the rendering court’s

statute of limtations has no effect whatsoever on enforcement of

the judgnent in the district of the registration court. After

registration, time of enforcenment is controlled solely by the
statute of [imtations of the state where the registration court is
dom ci | ed.

We have neither been cited to a case nor found any on our own
that questions Stanford’s holding that, when a noney judgnent

rendered in one federal district court is registered in another

federal district court at a tinme when the original judgnent is

still enforceable under the | aws of both states, registrationtruly

is the equivalent of a new judgnent of the registration court for

1 1d. at 268 (enphasis added).
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pur poses of enforcenent in the reqgistration district. That the

regi stered judgnment m ght not be congruent with a new judgnent of
the registration court for every purpose other than enforcenent —
a possibility recognized in Stanford and el sewhere —is of no
monment to the instant inquiry. We are concerned with only the
narrow, two-pronged question, “which state’s statute of limtations
applies for enforcenent purposes in the registration court, and
when does that state’s applicable limtation period for enforcenent
in the registration court start to run?”

We have not previously addressed this precise question, but in

our ot herw se distinguishable case of United States v. Kellum '? we

expressed agreenment with Standford’ s core pronouncenents. After

quoting Stanford's holding that “[r]egistration provides...the

equi val ent of a new judgnent of the registration court....” and is

“no different than a judgnent tinely obtained by action in [the

registration] court on [the rendering court’s] judgnent,” we stated

in Kellum that “[w]e agree with the holding in Stanford....”®

12 523 F.2d 1284 (5th Cir. 1975). Kelluminvolved a
district court judgnent in Mssissippi, in favor of the United
States, that was reqgistered in a different district court in the
sane state at a tinme when the judgnent was still “live” under
M ssi ssippi’s seven-year statute of limtation which was
applicable in both districts. 1d. at 1285-86. Enforcenent,
however, was not instituted until nore than seven years after
entry of judgnent, id. at 1285; but the judgnent was enforced
because the United States was not subject to the state statute of
limtation or barred by a federal limtation period. 1d. at 1287.
The question ultinmately presented in Kellumregarding the effect
of registration on enforcenent was whether registration “renewed
or revived’” the judgnent of the rendering court which was no
| onger “live” there. [d. at 1289. W face no such question
t oday.

13 1d. at 1289.
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There, we (admttedly in dicta) voiced our approbation of
Stanford’s recognition that, for purposes of enforcenent,
registration is the equivalent of a new judgnent of the
registration court. Kel lum even states that, despite agreenent
wth Stanford‘s holding, it is inapposite to the precise issue
presented in Kellum Nevertheless, Stanford remains good law lo
these 36 years and, unlike in Kellum (which dealt with a judgnent
in favor of the United States that was exenpt from the | ocal
statute of [imtations), is pertinent to the i ssue we deci de today.

D. Enforceability

The first prong of the question here presented is not
seriously challenged on appeal, nor was it in the district court.
Section 1963 concludes with the statenent that “[a] judgnment so
regi stered shall have the sane effect as a judgnent of the district
court of the district where registered and may be enforced in |ike
manner.” Specifically, none here seriously question that 8 1963,
particularly when read in context wth Stanford, includes
applicability of the registration court’s limtation period anong

8§ 1963's “sane effects,” or that such period is an integral el enent
of the “like manner” for enforcing both registered judgnents and
new judgnents of the registration court. “As the Stanford case
holds, if ajudgnment is properly registered in one state, it may be
enforced wwthinthe limtation period of that state even though the

time for enforcement has run in the rendering state.”' Moore's

14 Charles Alan Wight, Arthur R MIller, and Mary Kay Kane,
Federal Practice and Procedure 8 2787 (2d ed. 1995).
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contention that South Carolina’ s statute of limtati ons —whi ch he
insists expired ten years after entry of the 1989 judgnent, i.e.,
on March 20, 1999, and not ten years after it was affirnmed on
appeal —is thus clearly specious. Even nore specious is More's
suggestion that South Carolina's statute of limtations had any
ef fect on enforcenent of the 1989 judgnent in the Western District
of Loui siana once that judgnent was tinely registered there.

Qur inquiry does not end, however, with our determ nation that

Loui siana’s 10-year liberative prescription on enforcenent of the

1989 judgnent in the Wstern District of Louisiana is the

applicablelimtation aw. W nust al so determ ne when Loui siana’s
prescription clock started to tick: Was it on (1) March 20, 1989
when t he 1989 judgnent was entered, as Moore contends, or (2) April
2, 1992, when the Fourth Grcuit’s mandate affirm ng that judgnent
i ssued, as the district court held, or (3) March 17, 1999, when the
1989 judgnent was registered in the registration court, as Hone
Port contends? This issue was not raised in Stanford because the
judgnent at issue there was registered in Mssouri only one day
after it was rendered in M ssissippi. Section 1963 strongly
inplies the answer by equating the registered judgnent with a new
j udgnent of the registration court —as does Stanford and even our
opinion in Kellum at least vis-a-vis enforcenent. But, one
federal circuit court has addressed and answered the question

directly: Marx v. Go Publishing Co., Inc.?

15721 F.2d 1272 (9th Cir. 1983) (per curiam.
12



In Marx, the Ninth Crcuit couched the issue precisely as
“whet her registration under 28 U S.C. 1963 creates a new judgnent
for statute of limtations purposes, giving the judgnent-creditor
ten years [in that case, the registration state's period of
limtation] fromthe date of registration in which to satisfy the
j udgnent . " 1© Anal ogizing 8 1963 to California’s Sister State
Forei gn Money Judgnents Act, ! the Marx court found that statute to
be the state analog of 8§ 1963 and noted that California s 10-year

limtation period “runs anew’ from the tine of reqgistration,

provided the judgnent is not then tine-barred and the other
requisites of the statute are fulfilled.® Thus, in the only
circuit that has squarely held just when it is that the statute of
limtations applicable to registered judgnents commences to run,
the date on which a “live” judgnent is registered was determ ned to
be the appropriate date, irrespective of the date of entry of the
underlying judgnent or the date it becane final.

Despite the magistrate judge’'s Report and Reconmendation’s
rejection of Marx as instructive on the ground that its reasoning
is extended by analogy to the registration state’'s statute
governi ng enforcenent of foreign judgnents rather than by anal ogy
to that state’'s statute of limtations on enforcenent of donestic

judgnents, we find Marx quite persuasive. Moreover, we are

6 1d. at 1273.

7 Cal. Cv. Proc. Code 88 1710.10-.65 (West 2001); Cal.
Cv. Proc. Code 8 337.5 (West 2001); Epps v. Russell, 133 Cal.
Rptr. 30 (Cal C. App. 1976).

18 721 F.2d at 1273,
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reluctant to create a circuit split by holding differently,
particularly when we agree with the Ninth Crcuit’s hol ding despite
getting there via a slightly different route. G ven the

pronouncenents in Mrx, ' Stanford,? and Kellum?® and the plain

| anguage of 8 1963, we join the Ninth Crcuit in holding that when
a noney judgnent (1) is rendered in a federal district court
| ocated in one state, and (2) is duly registered in a district
court located in another state, (3) at a tine when enforcenent of
that judgnent is not tine-barred in either state, the applicable
limtation law for purposes of enforcenent of the registered
judgnent in the registration district is that of the registration
state —here, Louisiana s 10-year |iberative prescription —and

it starts to run on the date of reqgistration.

This accords with the Stanford court’s further statement:

It seens to be conceded that the purposes of §
1963 were to sinplify and facilitate the
enforcenent of federal judgnents, at | east
those for noney, to elimnate the necessity
and expense of a second lawsuit, and to avoid
the i npedinents, such as diversity of
citizenship, which new and distinct federa
litigation m ght otherw se encounter. ??

Thus, once a noney judgnent of a federal district court in one

state is registered in the federal district court of another state

at atime when neither state’s statute of limtations (prescriptive

19721 F.2d at 1273.

20 341 F.2d at 269-70.

21 523 F.2d at 1289.

22 gtanford, 341 F.2d at 270.
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period) has expired, neither the limtation period of the rendering
state nor the date the judgnent becane final in that state has any

ef fect whatsoever on enforcenent of the registered judgnent within

the district of registration. Rather, such enforcenent proceedi ngs

follow ng registration are governed exclusively by the [imtation
rules of the state in which the registration district is situated,

as they would be applied to a judgnent-on-judgnent of the
registration court. Therefore, enforcenent proceedings on a
regi stered judgnent can be instituted in the registration court at

any tinme before the expiration of that court’s state-determ ned
limtation (prescriptive) period, that such proceedings could be
instituted on a new judgnent —i ncl udi ng a j udgnent - on-j udgnent —
of the registration court. At least in Louisiana, that period

starts to run on the date the judgnent is registered. ?

We sinply cannot read the plain |anguage of the final sentence
of § 1963 —“A judgnent so registered shall have the sane effect
as a judgnent of the district court of the district where
regi stered and may be enforced in |ike manner” — any way other
than as equating registration with a new judgnment-on-judgnment, at

| east for purposes of enforcenment wthin the district of

2 Fed. R Civ. P. 69 is the source provision for enforcing
nmoney judgnents pursuant to the procedures of the state where the
federal district court is |ocated (“The procedure on execution,

i n proceedi ngs supplenentary to and in aid of a judgnent, and in
proceedi ngs on and in aid of execution shall be in accordance
with the practice and procedure of the state in which the
district court is held....”). None can genuinely dispute that
Loui siana’s 10-year liberative prescription on enforcenent of
judgnents is procedural and governs noney judgnents being
enforced in federal courts located in Louisiana.
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registration. And we are firmy convinced regardi ng Loui siana, as

was the Ninth Crcuit in Marx regarding California | aw, that one
feature of any new noney judgnent of the registration court —
i ncludi ng a judgnent-on-judgnent —is that the [imtation period
for enforcenent begins to run fromentry of the new judgnent, not

from either the rendition of the original judgnent or fromits

finality, whether by affirmance on appeal, by expiration of the
time within which an appeal could have been filed, or by the date
it was signed by the trial court. |In Louisiana, this neans that

prescription on enforcenent of the registered judgnent in the
district of registration commences to run on the day of

registration, just as such prescription would beginto run on a new
judgnent of the registration court. The only thing that is

governed by the statute of limtations of the rendering court is

the time during which a judgnent fromthe rendering court can be
regi stered under 8§ 1963 in the first place.? |t has no bearing on

enforcenent once registration is acconplished.

Thus, our only disagreenent with the Report and Reconmendati on
of the magi strate judge, as adopted by the district court, is with
its position that, for purposes of enforcenent of registered
judgnents inthe registration court, Louisiana s 10-year |iberative
prescription begins to run fromthe date that the foreign judgnent

becane eligible for registration, i.e., “when the [original noney

judgrment] has becone final....”? This error is the result of an

24 See, e.g., La. Cv. Code Ann. art. 3501.
2 28 U.S.C. § 1963.
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i nper m ssi ble cross-over between, on one hand, the limtation

period for registering the judgnent —whi ch, pursuant to § 1963, 2¢

is determned by the rendering state’s | aw governing finality of
judgnents — and, on the other hand, the limtation period for
enforcing the registered judgnent in the registration court, which

is governed solely by the statute of |imtations (prescription) of

the registration state. Under the applicable Louisiana |law —
Cvil Code article 3501 — Honme Port had 10 years follow ng
registration of the 1989 judgnent, i.e., March 17, 1999, wthin

whi ch to conmence enforcenent. ?’
Where the magi strate judge’'s Report and Recommendati on went

wrong was in treating the 1989 judgnent as “the judgnment” referred

26 Section 1963 specifies the earliest date for registration
of a noney judgnent rendered by a district court in another state
(“when the judgnent has becone final by appeal or expiration of
the time for appeal”), but does not expressly state the | atest
date, following finality, for registering such a judgnent.
Nevert hel ess, the |last sentence of 8§ 1963 nust be read to provide
the answer to that question. By specifying that the registered
j udgnent shall have the sane effect as a judgnent of the
registration court and may be enforced in |Iike manner, the final
sentence of 8 1963 nmakes clear that, at a mninmum once the
original judgnent becones registerable, it remains registerable

for as long as it is “live,” i.e., enforceable, in the rendering
state and would be “live” were it to be registered in the
registration state. That issue is not presented here, but the
related question —how long follow ng registration can
enforcenent be comenced —is the ultimate question of this
appeal .

27 See La. Civ. Code Ann. art. 3501. |I|nasnuch as the
practice and procedure of Louisiana, specifically art. 2031 of
the Loui siana Code of Cvil Procedure, permts judgnents to be
re-inscribed and revived at any tine prior to the running of
prescription, Hone Port could presumably extend the limtation
period for enforcing the 1989 judgnent within the Wstern
District of Louisiana for subsequent prescriptive periods of ten
years each by followi ng the state procedure for revival of
judgnents. But this issue is not before us today.
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to in the final clause of the first paragraph of art. 3501

(“[enforcenent] is prescribed by the | apse of ten years fromthe

time the judgnent becones final,” (enphasis added)), rather than

(correctly) treating registration as the equivalent of a new
judgment and thus “the judgnent” for purposes of § 1963.72%
Syllogistically speaking, (1) a new judgnent of a federal district
court situated in Louisiana can be enforced for a period of 10
years, (2) another district court’s judgnent registered in a
federal district court situated in Louisiana has the sane effect as
the registration court’s own judgnent, ergo (3) a judgnent
registered in a federal district court situated in Louisiana can be
enforced in that court for a period of 10 years. It follows then,
that the district court’s judgnment in this case which would limt
enforcenent of the registered 1989 judgnent to a period shorter
than the period during which the registration court’s own judgnent
could be enforced, i.e. less than 10 vyears, produces an
i mperm ssi ble inconsistency that is directly violative of § 1963's
plain wording. Indeed, the intent of Congress in enacting § 1963
to equate registration with a judgnent-on-judgnent would be
thwarted if, as the Report and Recommendati on concl uded, a judgnent
regi stered pursuant to 8 1963 could be enforced for only two or
three years following registration but a judgnent-on-judgnent of
the sane court of registration, rendered on the sane day as the

ot her judgnent is registered, could be enforced for the full 10

28 28 U.S.C. 8 1963 (“A judgnment so registered shall have
the sanme effect as a judgnent of the district court for the
district where registered and may be enforced in |ike manner.”).
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years —anything but the “sane effect” conmanded by § 1963. W
hold that prescription of enforcenent of a judgnent registered
pursuant to 8 1963 in a federal district court |ocated in Louisiana
begins to run on registration, wthout regard to the date the
under | yi ng judgnent was rendered or becane final.?®

We enphasi ze in closing that the i ssues we consider and rule

on today inplicate only the enforcenent of a registered judgnent
fromanot her federal district court in the registration court, and

then only enforcenent within the district where the registration

court is situated. W need not and therefore do not address or

express an opinion on any effects of registration other than on
enforcenent within the geographical confines of the registration
court’s district — not the effect on the creation of judicia
nortgages or liens against property of the judgnent debtor, 3 not

the effect on portability; and not the effect on revival, re-

2 Al'though it makes no difference to the outcone of the
i nstant case, we note in passing that, given More s failure to
appeal the 1989 judgnent, it becane final as to hi mwhen his tine
for appeal expired and likely did so retroactively to date of
entry. Thus, under no reading of § 1963 or art. 3501 could Apri
2, 1992 have been the date of finality of the 1989 judgnent vis-
a-vis Moore. Even though that is the date of finality for those
j udgnent debtors who appeal ed, the 1989 judgnent becane final as
to Mbore when the tine for appealing ran out w thout More’s
tinely filing a notice of appeal pursuant to Fed. R App. P. 4 —
and likely did so retroactively to entry of judgnent for purposes
of time bar on enforcenents. Mreover, if art. 3501 were
applicable, its 10-year prescription would have commenced when
t he judgnent, unappeal ed by More, was “signed.”

30 See 28 U.S.C. § 1962 (2001).
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inscription or renewal :3 just the effect on the tinme and tim ng
of | ocal enforcenent.
I11. Conclusion
Home Port’s March 17, 1999 registration, in the Wstern
District of Louisiana, of the 1989 judgnent agai nst Moore et al was

tinmely for purposes of 8 1963 because, inter alia, it was still a

“l'itve” judgnent under the limtation laws of both the rendering
jurisdiction (South Carolina) and the registration jurisdiction
(Loui si ana) . Thus, such registration in the federal court in
Loui si ana, after the 1989 judgnent had becone final as to Mbore and
t hus regi sterable under 8§ 1963, nade that judgnent the equival ent
of a judgnent originally rendered by the registration court as far
as |l ocal enforcenent is concerned. Specifically, such registration
made the 1989 judgnent enforceable within the Western District of
Louisiana to precisely the sane extent, in precisely the sane

manner, and for precisely the sane length of tinme, as an original

j udgnment —i ncl udi ng a j udgnent - on-j udgnent —of the regi stration
court.

Therefore, applying as we nust the | aw of Loui siana regarding
the time and location for enforcing a judgnent of a federal
district court situated in that state, we hold that the 1989
j udgnent becane enforceable in the Western District of Louisiana
for a period of 10 years comenci ng on March 17, 1999, the day it
was registered in that court. We therefore affirmthe district

court’s denial of More' s notion to dismss Hone Port’s petitions

31 See La. Civ. Code Ann. art. 2031 (West 2001).
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seeking registration and enforcenent; nodify the judgnent of the
district court to declare that Home Port can enforce the 1989
judgnment in the Western District of Louisiana until March 17, 2009;
and, as thus nodified, affirmthe judgnent of the district court.
Finally, we remand this case to the district court for further
proceedi ngs consistent with this opinion.

MODIFIED in part; AFFIRMED as nodified; REMANDED for further

consi stent proceedi ngs.
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