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PER CURIAM. 

 Appellants seek review of a non-final order denying their motion to dismiss 

for improper venue.  The motion was directed to the “Verified Substitute Amended 
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Complaint,” which alleged a single cause of action for an accounting.  The order 

denying the motion to dismiss also granted Appellees’ motion for leave to file a 

“Verified Third Amended Complaint,” which included additional venue allegations 

and also alleged additional causes of action based on the facts developed through 

the limited discovery allowed by the trial court on the Verified Substitute 

Amended Complaint.  The motion to dismiss the Verified Substitute Amended 

Complaint was rendered moot by the trial court’s order allowing the filing of the 

Verified Third Amended Complaint.  See Vanderberg v. Rios, 798 So. 2d 806, 807 

(Fla. 4th DCA 2001) (explaining that the filing of an amended complaint renders 

moot the legal sufficiency of the original complaint).  The record does not include 

a transcript of the hearing on the motion to dismiss and the trial court’s order does 

not explain its rationale for denying the motion; however, because the trial court 

could have properly denied the motion to dismiss as moot, we affirm the order on 

appeal.  See Dade County Sch. Bd. v. Radio Station WQBA, 731 So. 2d 638, 644 

(Fla. 1999) (explaining that the appellate court is required to affirm if there is any 

basis in the record that would support the trial court’s ruling).  This decision should 

not be misconstrued as a determination that venue is proper in Leon County; that 

issue is for the trial court to determine in the first instance on a proper motion to 

dismiss the Verified Third Amended Complaint. 

 AFFIRMED. 
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WETHERELL, MARSTILLER, and RAY, JJ., CONCUR. 

 


