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PER CURIAM.

DISMISSED. Upon consideration of appellant’s response to the Court’s
show cause order of October 3, 2012, the Court has determined that it lacks
jurisdiction and the appeal must be dismissed. Appellant seeks review of three

orders entered in a post-dissolution of marriage modification proceeding. The



appeal is either untimely or unauthorized with respect to each of these orders.

Although the July 6, 2012, Supplemental Final Judgment Adjudicating
Child Support Arrearage and Modifying Child Support is a final appealable order,
appellant failed to timely invoke the Court’s jurisdiction to review the order.
Appellant’s motion to vacate the order failed to delay its rendition because the
motion was not filed within ten days of the order as required by Florida Family
Law Rule of Procedure 12.491(f). Thus, rendition of the order occurred on July 6,
2012, and appellant’s notice of appeal failed to timely invoke the Court’s
jurisdiction to review it.

In addition, to the extent that appellant seeks review of the August 9, 2012,
Order Denying Motion to Vacate Supplemental Final Judgment Adjudicating Child
Support Arrearage and Modifying Child Support as Untimely, appellate review is
unavailable. Although Florida Rule of Appellate Procedure 9.130(a)(5) provides
for review of an order on a motion to vacate, the rule requires that the motion
precipitating the order be both authorized and timely. Here, as determined by the
lower tribunal and conceded by appellant, the motion to vacate was not timely.
Thus, the order does not fall within the scope of rule 9.130(a)(5).

Finally, appellant’s attempt to appeal the August 24, 2012, Order Denying
Motion for Rehearing fails. Although a motion for rehearing is capable of

delaying rendition of the underlying order where the motion is both timely and



authorized, see Florida Rule of Appellate Procedure 9.020(h), here, the motion was
timely, but not authorized. See Fla. R. App. P. 9.130(a)(5). Moreover, the order
denying rehearing is not independently reviewable. Fla. R. App. P. 9.130(a)(4);

Grant v. Jones, 933 So. 2d 32 (Fla. 1st DCA 2006). For the foregoing reasons, the

Court lacks jurisdiction and the appeal is hereby dismissed.

THOMAS, CLARK, and SWANSON, JJ., CONCUR.



