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499 So.2d 6
District Court of Appeal of Florida,
Third District.

McKESSON CORPORATION d/b/
a Miami Crown Distributors, Appellant,
V.
SCHIEFFELIN & CO. and South Florida
Liquor Distributors, Inc., Appellees.

No. 86-790. | Nov. 25,1986.
| Rehearing Denied Jan. 15, 1987.

Action was brought under distributorship agreement.
Judgment was rendered by the Circuit Court for Dade
County, Francis X. Knuck, J., from which appeal was
taken. The District Court of Appeal held that distributorship
agreement was unambiguous and expressly incorporated
future amendments of Florida law “when permitted.”

Affirmed.

West Headnotes (1)

[1] Contracts
&= Trade and Business

Distributorship agreement was unambiguous and
expressly incorporated future amendments of
Florida law “when permitted,” where agreement
provided that contractual provisions would
prevail over inconsistent or more restrictive
provisions of such Florida laws and regulations,
when permitted.

Cases that cite this headnote

Attorneys and Law Firms

*6 Tripp, Scott, Conklin & Smith, Fort Lauderdale,
Greenberg, Traurig, Askew, Hoffman, *7 Lipoff, Rosen &
Quentel and Alan T. Dimond and Steven Goldsmith, Miami,
for appellant.

WMext

Beasley, Olle, Downs & Keihner and Robert B. Macaulay,
Sparber, Shevin, Shapo, Heilbronner & Book and Jeffrey M.
Weissman and Brian S. Dervishi, Miami, for appellees.

Before NESBITT, BASKIN and DANIEL S. PEARSON, JJ.
Opinion
PER CURIAM.

Finding the contract to be unambiguous, we affirm the
trial court's Order Dismissing Complaint with Prejudice and
approve the trial court's holding that:

Paragraph 7 of the Distributorship Agreement attached as
Exhibit A to the Complaint expressly provides that it may
be terminated “with or without cause” by giving to the
other at least 30 days notice to that effect, and paragraph
11 of the Agreement further provides that the contractual
provisions “shall prevail over inconsistent or more restrictive
provisions of such [Florida] laws and regulations, when
permitted ” (emphasis added). Thus, the parties expressly
incorporated future amendments of Florida law into their
contract “when permitted” which, as to the termination issue
in this case, occurred May 31, 1985 (when Chapter 85-58
effectively permitted termination without cause). See Century
Village, Inc. v. Wellington, etc., 361 So.2d 128 (Fla.1978)
(where contract expressly incorporated statute as “may be
amended from time to time,” future statutory amendments
applied to contract and “no constitutional issue of impairment
of contract is raised”).

See Jaar v. University of Miami, 474 So.2d 239 (Fla. 3d DCA
1985), review denied, 484 So.2d 10 (Fla.1986); Paddock v.
Bay Concrete Industries, Inc., 154 So.2d 313 (Fla. 2d DCA
1963); cf. Cycle Dealers Insurance, Inc. v. Bankers Insurance
Co.,394 S0.2d 1123, 1125 (Fla. 5th DCA 1981) (“Unless they
are waived by the parties, the laws and statutes in effect at
the time that a contract is entered into are made a part of that
contract.”) Our decision on this point makes it unnecessary
for us to discuss any of the other grounds for affirmance
asserted by the appellee.

Affirmed.
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