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PER CURI AM

Mort gagor Teresa Escobar De Ardil a appeal s an order denyi ng
her Motion for Rehearing directed at the trial court's rulings on
her Motion for Objection to Sale at Public Auction and Motion to

Vacate. Appellees maintain that both notions had previ ously been



considered by the trial court and ruled on, denying the relief
sought; as such, the instant claim amunts to no nore than an
untimely appeal of an order denyi ng rehearing of a rehearing, and
mandat es di sm ssal.! Appellant argues that she did not receive
proper notice of theinitial hearing on her Objectionto Sale, thus
the trial court's initial ruling onthe matter shoul d be i gnored.
She clainms that the bank never properly notified her of the
foreclosure action? and that she was lulled into inaction by the
m srepresentations of nortgagee's agents.?

W t hout specul ating on the nmental nachinations of the trial

j udge, we cannot escape the conclusion that what occurred was a

! Appellee argues in the alternative that even if the
nerits of appellee's position are considered, the order under
review should be affirmed. See Sul kowski v. Sul kowski, 561 So.
2d 416 (Fla. 2d DCA 1990) (The decision to set aside a judicial
sale rests in the trial court's discretion, and the appellate
court should not typically interfere with that decision.)

2 |Insufficiency of the service of process was waived by De
Ardila, by her actions in filling her subsequent pleadings. See
Department of Revenue ex rel. King v. Blocker, 806 So. 2d 607
(Fla. 4th DCA 2002); MacDougall v. Kutina, 798 So. 2d 30 (Fla.
4t h DCA 2001) (holding that fornmer husband wai ved any defects in
service of process by appearing at the first contenpt
pr oceedi ng) .

8 Mortgagor maintained that a paralegal in the firm
representing the foreclosing | ender had | ed the nortgagor into a
fal se sense of security as to the feasibility of nortgagor's
payment of her debt and redenption of her property. The trial
judge may have given sone credence to the claim because
following the hearing, she filed a letter to the counsel for the
| ender, stating in part:

pl ease t ake steps that no other prose litigant
Is placed in a situation where he or she may be
relying on your firminstead of being directed
to conply with | egal procedures.



rehearing of a rehearing, and ultimately an untinmely appeal. The
trial judge l|ost jurisdiction, (except for the entry of post
decretal orders to effectuate the final judgnment), when, having
deni ed the relief sought, she then deni ed the nortgagor's request
for rehearing. The nortgagor's notice of appeal, com ng nore t han
30 days |l ater, was thus, untinely. The nortgagor failedto appeal
either theinitial order denying her Cbjectionto Sale, dated July
18, 2001, or the first denial of her Modtion for Rehearing, dated
Septenber 5, 2001. Rather, she filed a Notice of Appeal wthin
thirty days of the denial of arequest for arehearing of aruling
on rehearing, which, of course, is not authorized. This |eaves us
wi t hout subject matter jurisdiction to entertain the instant

appeal. See Peltz v. District Court of Appeal. Third Dist., 605

So. 2d 865, 866 (Fla. 1992)(Untinely filing of notice of appeal
precl udes appel | ate court fromexercisingjurisdiction); State ex

rel. Cantera v. District Court of Appeal. Third Dist., 555 So. 2d

360 (Fla. 1990); see also Tedder v. Visually |Inpaired Persons of

Sout hwest Florida, Inc., 27 Fla. L. Wekly D1518 (Fla. 2nd DCA

June 28, 2002)(Appeal from anended order for new trial was
unti nely, where notice of appeal was filed nore than 30 days after
original deficient order for newtrial was granted.)

Accordingly the instant appeal is dismssed.



