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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Florida held that a motion for rehearing directed to an interlocutory order
denying summary judgment was not authorized by the applicable rules. Because the motion was
unauthorized, it did not toll the time for filing an interlocutory appeal, making the respondent’s appeal
untimely. The court quashed the District Court of Appeal’s order and remanded with instructions to
quash the appeal.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Florida Rule of Civil Procedure 1.530 authorizes a motion for rehearing directed to an
interlocutory order denying summary judgment.

2. Whether an unauthorized motion for rehearing suspends rendition of the interlocutory order or tolls the
30-day period for filing notice of interlocutory appeal under Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure 1.3
and 4.2(b).

3. Whether the Third District Court of Appeal erred in denying the motion to quash the untimely
interlocutory appeal.

HOLDINGS

1. Florida Rule of Civil Procedure 1.530 does not authorize a motion for rehearing directed to an
interlocutory order denying summary judgment; the rule permits rehearing of matters heard without a
jury, including summary judgments, but applies to judgments rather than interlocutory orders.

2. Only a timely and proper motion or petition permitted by the rules suspends rendition and tolls the time
for seeking appellate review; an unauthorized motion for rehearing has no effect on rendition or on the
deadline for filing notice of interlocutory appeal.

3. The Third District Court of Appeal erred by denying the motion to quash; the interlocutory appeal was
untimely and had to be quashed.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Thus, a timely and proper motion for rehearing, permitted by the Civil Rules, will operate to suspend
"rendition" during its pendency. An unauthorized motion not permitted by the Rules, such as respondent's
motion for rehearing in this case, would have no effect on rendition and would thus have no effect on the time
for filing notice of appeal.” (263 So. 2d at 3)

“Our rules as currently amended do not permit motions for rehearing directed to interlocutory orders, such as
orders denying summary judgment; accordingly, such motions cannot operate to toll the time for filing an
interlocutory appeal under the Rules.” (263 So. 2d at 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Bieley, Wagner & Associates brought an action against Wagner involving enforcement of a termination
agreement, alleged unlawful competition, and claims for damages. The trial court denied the respondent's motion
for summary judgment on liability. The respondent then filed a motion for rehearing directed to that
interlocutory denial and filed its notice of interlocutory appeal more than 30 days after the original order, but
within 30 days after the rehearing motion was denied.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Bieley, Wagner & Associates sued Wagner in the Circuit Court for Dade County to enforce a termination
agreement and obtain injunctive, compensatory, and punitive relief. After the respondent's motion for summary
judgment on liability was denied, it filed a motion for rehearing, which the trial court denied. The respondent
then filed notice of interlocutory appeal more than 30 days after the original order but within 30 days after denial
of rehearing. The Third District denied Wagner's motion to quash, and the Supreme Court of Florida accepted
conflict jurisdiction, quashed the District Court's order, and remanded with instructions to quash the
interlocutory appeal.

DISPOSITION

quashed

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The order of the Third District Court of Appeal was quashed, and the cause was remanded to that court with
instructions to quash the respondent's interlocutory appeal and remand the cause to the trial court for further
proceedings.
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